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First  suppressed,  then  forgotten  for  sixty  years 

Lothrop  Stoddard’s  Sympathetic 
Report  from  Hitler’s  Wartime  Reich 


Twentieth-century  Ameri¬ 
ca’s  most  perceptive,  influen¬ 
tial,  and  prophetic  writer  on 
race  —  Lothrop  Stoddard  — 
spent  four  months  in  late 
1939-early  1940  covering 
National  Socialist  Germany, 
as  its  leaders  and  its  people 
girded  for  total  war.  Stoddard 
criss-crossed  the  Third  Reich 
to  observe  nearly  every  aspect 
of  its  political,  social,  eco¬ 
nomic,  and  military  life,  and 
he  talked  with  men  and  wom¬ 
en  from  all  walks  of  life,  from 
Adolf  Hitler,  Heinrich 
Himmler,  and  Joseph  Goeb- 
bels  to  taxi  drivers  and  cham¬ 
bermaids. 

The  result  —  Into  the  Dark¬ 
ness  —  is  not  only  a  classic  of 
World  War  II  reportage,  but 
a  unique  evaluation  of  Ger¬ 
many’s  National  Socialist 
experiment.  For  Stoddard  was  no  ordinary  jour¬ 
nalist.  A  Harvard  Ph.D  in  history,  the  author  of 
The  Rising  Tide  of  Color  and  other  works  that 
played  a  key  role  in  the  enactment  of  America’s 
1924  immigration  act,  fluent  in  German  and 
deeply  versed  in  European  politics  and  culture, 
Stoddard  brought  to  Into  the  Darkness  a  sophisti¬ 
cation  and  a  sympathy  impossible  for  William 
Shirer  and  a  myriad  of  other  journalistic  hacks. 

To  be  sure,  the  New  England  Yankee  Stoddard 
was  no  supporter  of  the  Hitler  dictatorship,  but  he 
was  deeply  interested  in  National  Socialist  policies, 
above  all  in  the  social  and  the  racial  sphere.  Read¬ 
ing  Into  the  Darkness  brings  you  to  hearings  before 


a  German  eugenics  court,  to 
an  ancestral  farm  in  Westpha¬ 
lia,  to  the  headquarters  of  the 
National  Labor  Service,  to 
German  markets,  factories, 
medical  clinics,  and  welfare 
offices,  as  keenly  observed  and 
analyzed  by  Stoddard.  You’ll 
read,  too,  of  Stoddard’s  con¬ 
versations  with  German  policy 
makers  in  all  fields:  Hans  F.  K. 
Gunther  and  Fritz  Lenz  on 
race  and  eugenics;  Walther 
Darre  on  agriculture;  Robert 
Ley  on  labor;  Gertrud  Scholz- 
Klink  on  women  in  the  Third 
Reich;  General  Alexander 
Lohr  on  the  Luftwaffe’s  Polish 
campaign,  as  well  as  Hitler, 
Himmler,  Goebbels  and  many 
other  leaders.  And  you’ll  trav¬ 
el  with  Stoddard  to  Slovakia, 
where  he  interviews  Monsi¬ 
gnor  Tiso,  the  national  leader 
later  put  to  death  by  the  Communists,  and  to 
Hungary,  where  the  Magyars,  still  at  peace,  gaze 
apprehensively  at  Soviet  Russia. 

Into  the  Darkness  (so  named  from  the  mandato¬ 
ry  air-defense  blackout  that  Stoddard  found  so 
vexing)  shines  a  torch  of  sanity  and  truth  against 
the  vituperation  of  all  things  National  Socialist 
that  has  been  practically  obligatory  for  the  past  six¬ 
ty  years.  Knowledgeable,  urbane,  skeptical,  and 
above  all  fair,  Stoddard’s  book  is  a  unique,  an 
indispensable  historical  document,  a  time  capsule 
for  truth,  and  a  stimulating  page-turner  for  every¬ 
one  interested  in  the  Third  Reich  and  the  German 
people. 


Into  The  Darkness: 

An  Uncensored  Report  from  Inside  the  Third  Reich  at  War 
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Judge  Gray's  Harsh  But  Predictable  Ruling 

After  the  Irving-Lipstadt  Trial:  New  Dangers  and 
Challenges 

Mark  Weber 


A  verdict  has  finally  been  reached  in  the  much 
publicized  Irving-Lipstadt  libel  trial  in  Lon¬ 
don.  Judge  Charles  Gray,  in  a  lengthy  ruling 
made  public  on  April  11,  2000,  called  David  Irving 
an  anti-Semitic  and  racist  “Holocaust  denier”  who 
has  “deliberately  misrepresented  and  manipulated 
historical  evidence.”  The  judgment  could  hardly 
have  been  more  severe.  The  62-year-old  British  his¬ 
torian  is  now  obliged  to  pay  some  $3  million  in  legal 
costs  to  the  two  defendants:  Jewish  American  writer 
Deborah  Lipstadt,  and  Penguin  Books,  the  British 
publisher  of  her  anti-revisionist  work,  Denying  the 
Holocaust. 

Irving,  now  reportedly  facing  bankruptcy  and 
confiscation  of  his  spacious  London  apartment,  was 
ordered  on  May  5  to  pay  some  $250,000  by  June  16 
“on  account,”  as  a  kind  of  down  payment  toward  the 
total  he  must  eventually  turn  over.  Describing  him¬ 
self  as  “defeated  but  unbowed,”  he  announced  that 
he  is  appealing  the  verdict. 

In  his  lengthy  judgment,  Judge  Gray  harshly 
concluded: 

The  charges  which  I  have  found  to  be  substan¬ 
tially  true  include  the  charges  that  Mr.  Irving 
has,  for  his  own  ideological  reasons,  persis¬ 
tently  and  deliberately  misrepresented  and 
manipulated  historical  evidence;  that  for  the 
same  reasons  he  has  portrayed  Hitler  in  an 
unwarrantedly  favorable  light,  principally  in 
relation  to  his  attitude  towards  and  responsi¬ 
bility  for  the  treatment  of  the  Jews;  that  he  is 
an  active  Holocaust  denier;  that  he  is  anti- 
Semitic  and  racist,  and  that  he  associates  with 
Right-wing  extremists  who  promote  neo- 
Nazism. 

Actually,  and  as  several  Jewish  commentators 
had  implicitly  acknowledged  during  the  trial,  the 
evidence  was  not  at  all  as  clear  cut  as  Judge  Gray’s 
judgment  suggested.  He  could  have  decided  in  favor 
of  either  Irving  or  the  defendants,  depending  on 
how  he  chose  to  look  at  the  evidence.  Thus,  before 
the  April  11  ruling,  Jewish  commentators  engaged 
in  a  form  of  preliminary  “damage  control”  by  warn¬ 
ing  that  an  Irving  victory  would  not  really  matter 
because,  after  all,  the  trial  wasn’t  about  the  Holo¬ 
caust  story  itself. 


David  Irving:  “Defeated  But  Unbowed’ 


Several  British  newspapers  commented  that  the 
judgment  demolishes  Irving’s  reputation  as  a  credi¬ 
ble  historian,  and  thoroughly  discredits  Holocaust 
revisionism  (or  “Holocaust  denial”).  “Never  again,” 
wrote  The  Guardian,  “will  the  deniers’  claims  to 
standing  have  even  the  sliver  of  credibility  that 
attached  to  Irving  before  he  took  action  against  Pro¬ 
fessor  Lipstadt.” 

Jewish  leaders  around  the  world  were,  of  course, 
pleased.  New  York  City’s  Yeshiva  University,  for 
example,  a  bastion  of  Jewish  orthodoxy,  hailed  the 
London  court’s  verdict  as  a  “victory  on  behalf  of  the 
Jewish  people.”  ( Forward ,  April  21,  p.  4).  In  a  con¬ 
gratulatory  message  to  Lipstadt,  Israeli  Prime  Min¬ 
ister  Ehud  Barak,  writing  in  the  “name  of  the 
Israeli  people  and  the  Jewish  people,”  commented: 
“The  strength  of  Israel  today  ensures  that  today  no 
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seeond  Holocaust  will  take  place,  and  no  one  in  the 
world  will  dare  rise  against  the  Jewish  nation.  But 
in  parallel,  a  determined  struggle  is  going  on 
against  the  people  who  deny  the  Holocaust  that 
brought  the  death  of  a  third  of  our  nation.” 

Irving  himself  described  the  ruling  as  “perverse,” 
adding  that  it  “is  so  laden  with  historical  inaccura¬ 
cies  the  grounds  for  an  appeal  in  the  public  interest 
are  very  evident . . .  The  judge  picks  up  the  bucket  of 
slime  prepared  by  the  defense  counsel  and  tips  it 
over  me.” 

A  Predictable  Defeat 

As  harsh  as  it  was,  Judge  Gray’s  verdict  should 
not  have  been  surprising.  As  Irving  put  it:  “The 
leaders  of  the  Jewish  communities  around  the  world 
have  used  the  most  horrific  methods  to  try  and 
destroy  me.  They  had  bottomless  pockets  to  afford 
justice  and  say  go  ahead  and  destroy  that  bastard  — 
which  they  just  did.” 

Irving  initiated  his  libel  suit  knowing  that  he 
faced  a  formidable  and  ruthless  adversary  with 
vastly  greater  financial  resources.  But  throughout 
the  grueling  nine-week  courtroom  ordeal,  he 
showed  tremendous  psychological  and  physical 
stamina.  “I  have  been  able  to  take  them  all  on  sin¬ 
gle-handed  and  give  them  a  very  good  run  for  their 
money,”  he  said. 

As  he  acknowledges,  Irving  is  himself  largely  to 
blame  for  the  scope  of  this  defeat.  “At  the  end,  I  sup¬ 
pose,  it  is  my  own  fault  for  having  explained  myself 
with  insufficient  clarity,”  he  commented.  And  how¬ 
ever  great  his  fortitude  and  endurance  in  the  court¬ 
room,  he  risked  additional  problems  by  acting  as  his 
own  lawyer. 

Some  fundamental  weaknesses  of  Irving’s  case 
became  ever  more  apparent  during  the  course  of  the 
trial.  However  effectively  he  was  able  to  show  that 
he  had  been  a  victim  of  an  international  Jewish- 
Zionist  campaign  to  silence  him,  he  failed  to  show 
convincingly  that  Lipstadt’s  book,  Denying  the  Holo¬ 
caust  (much  less  Penguin  Books)  had  caused  any  of 
the  specific  damages  he  cited,  such  as  the  April  1996 
decision  by  St.  Martin’s  Press  to  abandon  publica¬ 
tion  of  his  Goebbels  biography,  or  his  banning  from 
Germany  and  other  countries.  Irving  never  proved 
that  he  had  been  blackballed  by  the  publishing 
industry  or  banned  from  various  countries  specifi¬ 
cally  because  of  Lipstadt’s  book.  In  truth,  her  Deny¬ 
ing  the  Holocaust  was  only  a  small  part  of  the  vast 
anti-Irving  campaign. 

This  weakness  of  Irving’s  argument  was 
reflected  in  the  judgment.  While  Judge  Gray  agreed 
that  Lipstadt’s  book  “does  indeed  represent  a  delib¬ 
erate  attack  on  Irving,  mounted  in  order  to  discredit 
him  as  an  historian,”  he  rejected,  with  justification, 
Irving’s  claim  “to  have  been  the  victim  of  a  conspir- 


Deborah  Lipstadt  with  a  supporter  following  the 
announcement  of  the  verdict,  April  11.  Lipstadt, 
says  historian  John  Keegan,  is  “as  dull  as  only 
the  self-righteously  politically  correct  can  be.” 

acy  in  which  both  Defendants  were  implicated.”  Irv¬ 
ing  failed  to  link  Penguin  Books  to  the  campaign 
against  him. 

Irving’s  decision  to  forego  a  jury  trial  and  instead 
let  Judge  Gray  alone  decide  the  case  was,  in  hind¬ 
sight,  clearly  a  major  error.  No  jury  verdict  could 
have  been  any  harsher  than  the  one  that  was  ren¬ 
dered.  More  important,  a  jury  would  not  have  been 
able  to  issue  a  lengthy,  scathing  written  judgment 
like  that  of  Judge  Gray. 

The  severe  verdict  was  all  the  more  predictable 
given  the  personality  of  the  man  who  decided  his 
fate.  Irving  could  hardly  have  had  a  more  unsympa¬ 
thetic  judge  than  Charles  Gray.  In  the  words  of  one 
knowledgeable  observer,  Edward  Gamier,  Queens 
Counsel  and  shadow  attorney  general:  “I  don’t  think 
I’ve  heard  of  a  judge  speaking  in  such  terms  before 
. . .  [Irving]  is  the  most  unattractive  person  that  can 
have  come  in  front  of  that  particular  judge.” 

‘Denier’? 

Irving  almost  certainly  damaged  his  credibility 
during  the  course  of  the  trial  in  abandoning,  or 
seeming  to  abandon,  revisionist  positions  he  had 
once  embraced.  While  acknowledging  that  he  had 
revised  some  of  his  views  during  the  trial,  he  said 
that  his  overall  opinion  on  the  Holocaust  and  Hit¬ 
ler’s  role  in  it  had  not  changed. 

Precisely  defining  “the  Holocaust”  and  “Holo¬ 
caust  denial”  proved  a  key  point  of  contention  in  the 
trial.  Insisting  that  he  is  not  a  “denier,”  Irving  told 
the  court: 

The  word  “denier”  is  particularly  evil,  because 
no  person  in  full  command  of  his  mental  facul¬ 
ties,  and  with  even  the  slightest  understanding 


The  Journal  of  Historical  Review  —  March  /  April  2000 


3 


of  what  happened  in  World  War  Two,  can  deny 
that  the  tragedy  actually  happened,  however 
much  we  dissident  historians  may  wish  to 
quibble  about  the  means,  the  scale,  the  dates 
and  other  minutiae. 

All  the  same,  Irving  reaffirmed  —  before  Judge 
Gray  and  the  world  —  some  of  his  most  controver¬ 
sial  views  on  specific  aspects  of  the  Holocaust  issue. 
For  example,  he  rejected  the  familiar  Six  Million  fig¬ 
ure  of  Jewish  wartime  dead,  instead  expressing  the 
view  that  between  one  and  four  million  Jews  lost 
their  lives  under  German  or  Axis  rule  during  the 
war.  “Do  you  deny  the  Nazi  killed  millions  of  Jews  in 
gas  chambers  in  purpose-built  establishments?,”  he 
was  asked.  “Yes.  It’s  logistically  impossible,”  Irving 
responded.  “I  deny  that  it  was  possible  to  liquidate 
millions  of  people  in  gas  chambers  as  presented  by 
historians  so  far.”  Such  statements  sufficed  for 
Judge  Gray  to  label  him  a  “Holocaust  denier.” 

Lipstadt’s  Defamation  of  Irving 

In  spite  of  the  outcome,  there  is  no  question  but 
that  Irving  was  libeled  by  Lipstadt  in  her  book 
Denying  the  Holocaust.  Even  the  judge  acknowl¬ 
edged  that  at  least  two  or  three  of  the  claims  made 
against  Irving  in  her  book  were  not  true.  As  Gray 
wrote  in  his  judgment: 

...  There  are  certain  defamatory  imputations 
[in  Lipstadt’s  book]  which  I  have  found  to  be 
defamatory  of  Irving,  but  which  have  not  been 
proved  to  be  true.  The  Defendants  made  no 
attempt  to  prove  the  truth  of  Lipstadt’s  claim 
that  Irving  was  scheduled  to  speak  at  an  anti- 
Zionist  conference  in  Sweden  in  1992,  which 
was  also  to  be  attended  by  various  representa¬ 
tives  of  terrorist  organizations  . . .  Nor  did  they 
seek  to  justify  Lipstadt’s  claim  that  Irving  has 
a  self-portrait  by  Hitler  hanging  over  his  desk. 
Furthermore,  the  Defendants  have,  as  I  have 
held,  failed  in  their  attempt  to  justify  the  defa¬ 
matory  imputations  made  against  Irving  in 
relation  to  the  Goebbels  diaries  in  the  Moscow 
archive. 

Nevertheless,  Gray  went  on,  these  false  and  def¬ 
amatory  claims  did  “not  have  any  material  effect  on 
Irving’s  reputation.” 

In  contrast  to  David  Irving’s  willingness  to  make 
available  to  the  defendants  his  records,  including 
his  voluminous  correspondence  and  exhaustive 
diary,  in  all  their  enormous  (and  sometimes  embar¬ 
rassing)  detail,  the  defendants  were  loath  to  turn 
over  records  and  documents.  This  reticence  was  per¬ 
haps  most  glaring  in  Deborah  Lipstadt’s  refusal  to 
testify  in  court.  She  would  not  submit  to  close  ques¬ 
tioning  by  Irving  because,  obviously,  she  and  her 


lawyers  calculated  that  doing  so  would  prove  harm¬ 
ful  to  their  case. 

Important  Evidence 

Regardless  of  the  verdict,  much  good  has  come  of 
the  trial.  For  one  thing,  it  has  encouraged  greater 
public  awareness  of  the  Holocaust  controversy.  For 
another,  Irving  managed  to  compile  and  present 
crucially  important  facts  that  —  while  they  may  be 
temporarily  overlooked  in  the  celebratory  after- 
math  of  the  trial  —  are  now  permanently  on  the 
public  record. 

As  cogently  laid  out  in  his  Closing  Statement 
(published  elsewhere  in  this  Journal  issue),  he 
highlighted  two  broad  issues  of  particular  signifi¬ 
cance: 

First,  Irving  carefully  assembled  and  forcefully 
presented  a  mass  of  evidence  showing  —  perhaps 
more  clearly  than  has  ever  been  done  before  —  just 
how  the  formidable  “international  endeavor”  of  Jew¬ 
ish  activist  organizations  operates  to  smear  and 
silence  those  who,  like  Irving,  are  regarded  as 
threats  to  Jewish-Zionist  interests.  He  traced  a  net¬ 
work  of  secretive  collaboration  involving  the  Anti- 
Defamation  League  (ADL),  the  Simon  Wiesenthal 
Center,  Israel’s  Yad  Vashem  center,  the  Board  of 
Deputies  of  British  Jews,  and  even  the  US  taxpayer- 
funded  US  Holocaust  Memorial  Museum. 

“It  is  quite  evident,”  Irving  told  the  court,  “that 
the  ADL  set  itself  the  task  of  destroying  my  career, 
in  concert  with  other  similar  organizations  around 
the  world,  many  of  whom,  if  not  all,  collaborated 
with  the  Second  Defendant  [Lipstadt]  in  writing  her 
book.”  Unfortunately,  he  went  on,  “the  real  defen¬ 
dants  in  this  case  are  not  represented  in  this  court.” 
Irving  spoke  bitterly  of  “this  secret  common  enter¬ 
prise,  this  frantic  international  endeavor  to  destroy 
my  legitimacy  as  an  historian  and  to  deprive  me  of 
free  speech  ...”  This  “hidden  network  of  Orwellian 
organizations,”  he  went  on  to  warn,  is  “determined 
to  ensure  that  no  version  of  history  of  these  matters 
of  which  they  disapproved  was  [is]  given  currency, 
or  indeed  allowed  to  survive.” 

A  concrete  and  well-publicized  expression  of  this 
“international  endeavor”  was  the  February  29 
release  by  the  Israeli  government  of  a  long-sup- 
pressed  memoir  written  by  Adolf  Eichmann  in  1960- 
62  while  he  was  awaiting  death  in  an  Israeli  prison. 
This  memoir  of  some  1,300  pages  (which,  in  spite  of 
great  media  hype,  contains  nothing  really  new)  was 
made  public,  at  an  opportune  moment  during  the 
trial,  at  the  request  of  Lipstadt  and  her  legal  team. 

In  dissecting  the  machinations  of  this  global  net¬ 
work,  Irving  has  performed  a  great  public  service  on 
behalf  of  free  speech  and  free  historical  inquiry  — 
benefiting  even  many  who  revile  him. 

Second,  Irving  brought  out  important  evidence, 
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some  of  it  new,  that  challenges  key  aspects  of  the 
Holocaust  extermination  story.  Building  on  earlier 
work  of  pioneer  revisionist  scholars,  he  took  aim 
especially  at  claims  of  mass  killings  in  the  “gas 
chamber”  of  Auschwitz-Birkenau  Krema  II.  All  this 
has  doubtless  encouraged  intelligent  skepticism  on 
the  part  of  many  around  the  world  who  had  never 
before  seriously  questioned  the  Auschwitz  gassing 
stories. 

Evaluating  Gas  Chamber  Evidence 

“I  have  never  held  myself  out  to  be  a  Holocaust 
expert,”  Irving  announced  at  the  outset  of  the  trial. 
“I  have  never  claimed  to  be  a  Holocaust  historian.” 
And  Judge  Gray,  at  the  beginning  of  his  April  11  rul¬ 
ing,  declared  that  it  is  not  “part  of  my  function  as 
the  trial  judge  to  make  findings  of  fact  as  to  what 
did  and  what  did  not  occur  during  the  Nazi  regime.” 
But  he  then  proceeded,  page  after  page,  to  do  pre¬ 
cisely  that.  In  the  words  of  one  London  daily  paper: 
“The  judge  started  by  saying  it  was  not  his  job  to 
decide  what  happened  under  the  Nazis;  he  was  a 
trial  judge  and  not  an  historian.  But,  as  he  hurried 
through  his  main  findings,  that  was  exactly  the  role 
he  assumed.”  ( The  Independent,  April  12) 

Gray  did  grant  that  at  the  outset  of  the  trial  he 
had  assumed  that  evidence  of  mass  gassing  in  Ger¬ 
man  wartime  camps  was  abundant  and  compelling. 
“I  have  to  confess,”  he  wrote  in  his  judgment,  “that, 
in  common  I  suspect  with  most  other  people,  I  had 
supposed  that  the  evidence  of  mass  extermination 
of  Jews  in  the  gas  chambers  of  Auschwitz  was  com¬ 
pelling.  I  have,  however,  set  aside  this  preconcep¬ 
tion  when  assessing  the  evidence  adduced  by  the 
parties  in  these  proceedings.” 

But  in  examining  and  evaluating  the  sometimes 
complex  specific  historical  questions  at  issue  in  the 
trial,  Judge  Gray  proved  unable  entirely  to  “set 
aside”  his  well-entrenched  preconceptions  and,  as 
his  own  disclaimer  might  suggest,  showed  himself 
unequal  to  the  task. 

Thus,  he  concluded: 

Having  considered  the  various  arguments 
advanced  by  Irving  to  assail  the  effect  of  the 
convergent  evidence  relied  upon  by  the  defen¬ 
dants,  it  is  my  conclusion  that  no  objective, 
fair-minded  historian  would  have  serious  cause 
to  doubt  that  there  were  gas  chambers  at 
Auschwitz,  and  that  they  were  operated  on  a 
substantial  scale  to  kill  hundreds  of  thousands 
of  Jews. 

In  his  Opening  Statement  to  the  court,  David 
Irving  related  that,  at  a  meeting  in  Munich  in  April 
1990,  he  had  said  that  the  “gas  chamber”  shown  for 
decades  to  tourists  in  the  Auschwitz  I  main  camp  is 
a  fake.  (Sept. -Dec.  1999  Journal,  p.  22).  Even 


though  he  was  later  fined  by  a  German  court  for  this 
provocative  statement,  it  is,  in  fact,  completely  true. 
Remarkably,  even  Robert  Van  Pelt,  a  major  defense 
witness  in  the  Irving-Lipstadt  trial,  himself  has 
acknowledged  that  this  infamous  “gas  chamber”  is 
actually  a  fraudulent  postwar  reconstruction.  (See: 
R.  Faurisson,  “The  ‘Gas  Chamber’  of  Auschwitz  I,” 
Sept.-Dee.  1999  Journal,  pp.  12-13.)  In  his  detailed 
April  11  ruling,  Judge  Gray  took  no  notice  of  the 
Auschwitz  I  “gas  chamber”  fraud  —  passing  it  over 
in  silence. 

Forensic  Examinations  of  Auschwitz 

A  good  portion  of  the  trial  proceedings,  and  of 
Judge  Gray’s  judgment,  dealt  with  the  Leuchter 
Report,  the  path-breaking  1988  on-site  forensic 
examination  of  the  alleged  “gas  chamber”  facilities 
at  Auschwitz  (including  Birkenau)  by  American  gas 
chamber  expert  Fred  Leuchter.  (For  more  on  this, 
see  the  Winter  1992-93  Journal  of  Historical 
Review.)  When  Irving  testified  as  a  witness  for  Ernst 
Ziindel  in  the  1988  “Holocaust  trial”  in  Toronto,  the 
British  historian  cited  the  Leuchter  Report  as  a  cru¬ 
cial  factor  in  his  “conversion”  to  the  view  that  there 
were  no  wartime  homicidal  German  gas  chambers. 

An  important  aspect  of  the  London  courtroom 
debate  on  the  Report  focused  on  the  crucial  chemi¬ 
cal-technical  issue  of  blue  “staining”  in  the  brick¬ 
work  of  the  alleged  “gas  chambers”  at  Birkenau 
camp  produced  by  the  interaction  of  hydrocyanic 
acid  (from  Zyklon)  and  iron  compounds.  Gray 
accepted  as  valid  the  defense  contention  that  this 
“staining”  could  not  have  penetrated  the  brickwork 
more  than  the  depth  of  a  human  hair.  This  conten¬ 
tion  is  demonstrably  incorrect.  As  several  indepen¬ 
dent  specialists  have  affirmed,  similar  blue  “stain¬ 
ing”  visibly  penetrated  through  the  entire  depth  of 
brick  walls  of  Auschwitz-Birkenau  delousing  (non- 
homicidal)  gas  chambers. 

“I  have  not  overlooked  the  fact,”  Gray  continued, 
“that  Irving  claimed  that  Leuchter’s  findings  have 
been  replicated,  notably  in  a  report  by  German 
chemist  Germar  Rudolf.  But  that  report  was  not 
produced  at  the  trial  so  it  is  impossible  for  me  to 
assess  its  evidential  value.”  Gray  also  mentioned 
that  Irving  had  “produced  a  letter  from  the  Institute 
for  Historical  Review”  noting  that  other  indepen¬ 
dent  specialists  had  arrived  at  conclusions  similar 
to  those  of  Leuchter  and  Rudolf. 

As  Judge  Gray  pointed  out,  both  Irving  and 
defense  witness  Van  Pelt  agreed  that  in  “about 
1989"  Polish  authorities  carried  out  forensic  tests  at 
Auschwitz  that  confirmed  essential  points  of  the 
Leuchter  and  Rudolf  investigations.  Judge  Gray 
went  on  to  state:  “The  results  of  these  tests  were  not 
published.”  In  fact,  the  complete  text  of  this  secret 
Polish  forensic  institute  investigation,  with  the  test 
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results,  was  published  in  the  Summer  1991  Journal 
of  Historical  Review  (as  Gray  himself  had  acknowl¬ 
edged  in  passing  during  the  trial  [Jan. -Feb.  2000 
Journal,  p.  54]). 

No  Roof  Holes 

Consistent  with  familiar  Holocaust  claims, 
expert  witnesses  for  the  defense  testified  that  hun¬ 
dreds  of  thousands  of  Jewish  prisoners  were  killed 
with  poison  gas  (from  Zyklon)  in  a  “gas  chamber”  in 
“morgue  cellar”  1  of  Birkenau  crematory  building 
( Krema )  II.  In  rejecting  this  and  similar  claims  of 
mass  killings  with  poison  gas  at  Birkenau,  Irving 
stressed  that  there  are  no  roof  holes  or  vents 
through  which  deadly  Zyklon  could  have  been  intro¬ 
duced  into  the  infamous  “gas  chamber.”  Even 
defense  witness  Van  Pelt  acknowledged  this  crucial 
point,  as  Judge  Gray  noted  in  his  judgment:  “Irving 
produced  a  photograph  which  appears  to  show  no 
sign  of  any  hole  in  the  roof.  Van  Pelt  conceded  in  one 
of  his  supplementary  reports  that  there  is  no  sign  of 
the  holes.” 

On  this  point  alone,  a  key  element  of  the 
Auschwitz  extermination  story  collapses.  As  Irving 
so  colorfully  put  it: 

They  [the  defendants]  know,  and  they  knew 
from  the  outset,  that  I  was  right  about  that 
roof.  Their  entire  case  on  Krema  II  —  the 
untruth  that  it  was  used  as  a  factory  of  death, 
with  SS  guards  tipping  canisters  of  cyanide- 
soaked  pellets  into  the  building  through  those 
four  (non-existent)  manholes  —  has  caved  in, 
as  surely  as  has  that  roof. 

Amazingly,  though,  Judge  Gray  nonetheless  con¬ 
cluded: 

...  I  consider  that  an  objective  historian,  taking 
account  of  all  the  evidence,  would  conclude  that 
the  apparent  absence  of  evidence  of  holes  in  the 
roof  of  [the]  morgue  at  crematorium  2  falls  far 
short  of  being  a  good  reason  for  rejecting  the 
cumulative  effect  of  the  evidence  on  which  the 
defendants  rely. 

A  David-Goliath  Battle 

In  terms  of  manpower  and  financial  resources, 
the  Irving-Lipstadt  clash  was  a  David-Goliath  bat¬ 
tle.  Whereas  Irving  acted  as  his  own  attorney,  the 
Lipstadt- Penguin  side  employed  some  20  courtroom 
lawyers  and  legal  experts. 

Irving’s  adversaries  were  also  fabulously  better 
funded.  According  to  British  press  reports,  generous 
financial  aid  for  the  Lipstadt-Penguin  defense  came 
from  the  American  Jewish  Committee,  Edgar  Bron¬ 
fman,  Sr.  (co-chairman  of  the  giant  Seagram’s  com¬ 
pany,  and  president  of  the  World  Jewish  Congress), 


and  Steven  Spielberg  (filmmaker  and  Jewish  activ¬ 
ist).  “If  that  is  not  evidence  of  the  global  scale  of  the 
endeavor  to  destroy  me,”  commented  Irving  wryly,  “I 
do  not  know  what  is.” 

More  than  543,000  pounds  (about  $841,650)  was 
paid  to  defense  experts  and  researchers  for  their 
testimony,  reports  and  other  help.  Of  this  amount, 
Robert  Jan  Van  Pelt  received  a  staggering  109,244 
pounds  ($169,330),  while  Richard  Evans,  a  Cam¬ 
bridge  University  historian,  was  paid  70,181 
pounds  ($109,482),  and  Peter  Longerich  received 
76,195  pounds  ($118,102).  In  addition,  courtroom 
lawyer  (barrister)  fees  totalled  some  509,989 
pounds  ($790,482),  of  which  Richard  Rampton  alone 
reportedly  received  half  a  million  dollars. 

Racist? 

Responding  to  Judge  Gray’s  finding  that  he  is  a 
racist,  Irving  said: 

My  own  feelings  about  race  are  precisely  the 
same  as  95  percent  of  the  people  of  my  genera¬ 
tion  ...  If  the  British  soldiers  on  the  beaches  of 
Normandy  in  1944  could  look  forward  to  the 
end  of  the  century  and  see  what  England  has 
become,  they  would  not  have  bothered  to 
advance  another  40  yards  up  the  beach. 

But  by  any  objective  measure  of  the  term,  Debo¬ 
rah  Lipstadt  must  herself  be  considered  a  “racist.” 
As  undisputed  evidence  presented  during  the  trial 
established,  she  publicly  opposes  Jews  marrying 
non-Jews,  and  supports  discriminatory  Jewish- 
Zionist  supremacy  in  Israel. 

Demonstrable  Falsehoods 

Even  before  the  London  trial,  Lipstadt’s  career 
had  been  flourishing.  In  addition  to  her  position  as 
a  professor  of  “Modern  Jewish  and  Holocaust  Stud¬ 
ies”  at  Emory  University  in  Atlanta,  she  recently 
served  as  an  advisor  to  US  Secretary  of  State 
Madeleine  Albright.  Now,  in  the  wake  of  her  London 
courtroom  victory,  this  53-year-old  Jewish  scholar- 
activist  is  being  awarded  an  honorary  doctoral 
degree  by  New  York  City’s  Yeshiva  University  for 
her  “distinguished  ...  academic  career  and  scholar¬ 
ship.” 

In  fact,  she  is  a  sloppy  academic  —  more  polem¬ 
icist  than  scholar.  “I  regard  Deborah  Lipstadt  more 
as  an  ethnic  activist  than  a  scholar,”  said  American 
professor  Kevin  MacDonald  in  his  trial  testimony. 
(See  “An  American  Professor  Responds  to  a  ‘Jewish 
Activist’,”  Jan.-Feb.  2000  Journal .) 

Her  Denying  the  Holocaust  book  is  strewn  with 
factual  errors.  In  the  London  proceedings,  Lipstadt 
and  her  lawyers  made  no  effort  to  defend  the  more 
outrageous  of  her  book’s  falsehoods  about  Irving.  In 
addition,  the  book  is  littered  with  many  other 
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demonstrably  untrue  statements.  In  her  brief  half¬ 
page  discussion  of  Holocaust  revisionism  in  Austra¬ 
lia,  for  example,  Denying  the  Holocaust  contains 
several  factual  errors,  as  Australian  civil  rights 
attorney  John  Bennett  has  detailed.  (“Lipstadt’s 
‘Fine  Scholarship’,”  Nov.-Dee.  1993  Journal,  pp.  48- 
49.) 

A  Threat  to  Historians 

As  Jewish  writer  D.  D.  Guttenplan  pointed  out  in 
a  recent  Atlantic  Monthly  article  on  the  Irving- Lip- 
stadt  clash,  Jewish  activist  organizations  such  as 
the  Anti-Defamation  League  have  for  decades  rou¬ 
tinely  sought  to  stifle  and  punish  historians  —  even 
such  Jewish  scholars  as  Raul  Hilberg,  Hannah 
Arendt  and  Arno  Mayer  —  who  deviate  from  the 
Jewish-Zionist  “party  line”  on  20th  century  history. 
( Atlantic  Monthly,  Feb.  200,  pp.  60-62.)  As  a  result  of 
such  efforts,  notes  Guttenplan,  “certain  aspects  of 
the  Holocaust  and  its  aftermath  . . .  became  not  just 
controversial  but  unmentionable.” 

“It  isn’t  only  Holocaust  deniers  who  twist  facts 
[and]  obscure  the  truth,”  he  added.  “Time  and  time 
again  those  who  insist  on  the  truth  in  all  its  ‘com¬ 
plex,  unsentimental,’  paradoxical,  and  ambiguous 
detail  are  shouted  down.” 

Now,  in  the  wake  of  Irving’s  courtroom  defeat, 
Jewish  activists  are  more  emboldened  than  ever  to 
intimidate  or  smear  dissident  scholars,  and  other¬ 
wise  rigorously  enforce  the  prevailing  Zionist  dog¬ 
matism.  “A  judgment  rendered  against  me,”  warned 
Irving  in  his  Closing  Statement,  “will  make  this 
paralysis  in  the  writing  of  history  definitive  ... 
Every  historian  will  know  that  his  critique  needs  to 
stop  sharply  at  boundaries  defined  by  certain 
authorities....” 

He  is  not  alone  in  sensing  danger.  “The  news 
that  David  Irving  has  lost  his  libel  case  will  send  a 
tremor  through  the  community  of  20th-century  his¬ 
torians,”  wrote  John  Keegan,  a  prominent  and  pro¬ 
lific  British  Second  World  War  historian,  and  mili¬ 
tary  affairs  editor  for  the  London  Daily  Telegraph 
(April  12). 

Suggesting  that  Judge  Gray  could  have  ruled 
either  way  in  the  case,  depending  on  his  own  basic 
attitude  toward  to  the  dispute,  Keegan  wrote: 

For  more  than  a  year  now,  the  gossip  between 
them  [historians]  has  been  about  whether  he 
[Irving]  would  lose  or  not  ...  “It  all  depends 
whether  the  judge  goes  for  Holocaust  denial  or 
slurs  on  the  reputation,”  was  the  general  view. 

“If  the  first  he’ll  lose,  if  the  second  he  might  get 
away  with  it.”  What  this  insider  talk  meant 
was  that  Mr.  Irving  might  well  persuade  the 
judge  of  the  unfairness  of  Professor  Lipstadt’s 
accusations  of  his  bad  historical  method  . . . 


“...  Nothing  but  trouble  comes  of  taking  sides 
over  Irving,”  Keegan  continued.  “Decide  against 
him,  and  his  associates  accuse  one  of  prejudice  .... 
Decide  for  him,  and  the  smears  start.  I  have  written 
complimentary  reviews  of  Irving’s  work  as  a  mili¬ 
tary  historian  to  find  myself  posted  on  the  Internet 
as  a  Nazi  sympathizer.” 

In  spite  of  the  opprobrium  being  heaped  on  Irv¬ 
ing,  Keegan  had  the  courage  to  write: 

...  Mr.  Irving’s  performance  [in  court]  was  very 
impressive.  He  is  a  large,  strong,  handsome 
man,  excellently  dressed,  with  the  appearance 
of  a  leading  QC  [“Queens  Counsel”  lawyer].  He 
performs  well  as  a  QC  also,  asking,  in  a  firm 
but  courteous  voice,  precise  questions  which 
demonstrate  his  detailed  knowledge  of  an  enor¬ 
mous  body  of  material  ...  His  skill  as  an  archi¬ 
vist  cannot  be  contested.” 

...  There  are  really  two  Irvings.  There  is  Irving 
the  researcher  and  most  of  Irving  the  writer, 
who  sticks  to  the  facts  and  makes  eloquent 
sense  of  them.  Then  there  is  Irving  the  thinker, 
who  lets  insecurities,  imagined  slights  and 
youthful  resentments  bubble  up  from  within 
him  to  cloud  his  mind  ...  He  has,  in  short,  many 
of  the  qualities  of  the  most  creative  historians. 

He  is  certainly  never  dull. 

Prof.  Lipstadt,  by  contrast,  seems  as  dull  as 
only  the  self-righteously  politically  correct  can 
be.  Few  other  historians  had  ever  heard  of  her 
before  this  case.  Most  will  not  want  to  hear 
from  her  again.  Mr.  Irving,  if  he  will  only  learn 
from  this  case,  still  has  much  that  it  interest¬ 
ing  to  tell  us. 

Donald  Cameron  Watt,  another  eminent  British 
historian  (author,  for  example,  of  the  detailed  study, 
How  War  Came:  The  Immediate  Origins  of  the  Sec¬ 
ond  World  War)  echoed  Keegan’s  assessment,  specif¬ 
ically  noting  that  historians  are  uneasy  about  the 
trial,  that  Penguin  had  been  “out  for  blood,”  and 
that  “the  truth  needs  Irving’s  challenges  to  keep  it 
alive.”  Remarking  on  the  close  scrutiny  to  which  Irv¬ 
ing  and  his  writings  had  been  subjected,  Watt  com¬ 
mented:  “Show  me  one  historian  who  has  not  bro¬ 
ken  out  into  a  cold  sweat  at  the  thought  of 
undergoing  similar  treatment.” 

“For  what  it  is  worth,”  Watt  went  on,  “I  admire 
some  of  Mr.  Irving’s  work  as  a  historian  . . .  He  has 
...  an  encyclopedic  knowledge  of  the  truly  enormous 
mass  of  German  documentation  ...  No  book  of  his 
has  ever  failed  to  come  up  with  new  evidence.” 

Keegan  and  Watt  were  not  the  only  historians  to 
reject  the  assertion  loudly  and  repeatedly  made  by 
Lipstadt  and  Jewish  activist  organizations  that  Irv¬ 
ing  does  not  deserve  to  be  regarded  as  a  historian. 
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As  Watt  noted,  a  recent  survey  of  leading  American 
and  British  historians  found  that  a  “large  majority” 
agreed  that  Irving  is  “a  historian  ‘of  repute’.”  Only 
“those  who  identify  with  the  victims  of  the  Holo¬ 
caust”  disagreed,  added  Watt.  The  eminent  Ameri¬ 
can  scholar  of  German  history,  Gordon  Craig  (as 
well  as  British-American  writer  Christopher  Hitch¬ 
ens)  also  hold  that,  in  spite  of  his  eccentricities  and 
sometimes  annoyingly  contrarian  views,  Irving  is 
an  valuable  historian. 

John  Charmley,  one  of  Britain’s  finest  younger 
generation  historians,  recently  wrote  to  Irving:  “... 
In  the  area  I  am  competent  to  talk  about,  namely 
Churchill,  although  I  don’t  always  agree  with  your 
conclusions,  I  am  always  impressed  by  the  rigor  and 
range  of  your  scholarship  ...  there  are  few  histori¬ 
ans  with  your  record  for  turning  up  new  and  rele¬ 
vant  documents.” 

Even  Judge  Gray  expressed  admiration  for  his 
ability  as  a  historian  and  his  skill  in  the  court  room. 
“As  a  military  historian,”  declared  Gray  in  his  judg¬ 
ment, 

Irving  has  much  to  commend  him.  For  his 
works  of  military  history  Irving  has  under¬ 
taken  thorough  and  painstaking  research  into 
the  archives....  It  was  plain  from  the  way  in 
which  he  conducted  his  case  and  dealt  with  a 
sustained  and  penetrating  cross-examination 
that  his  knowledge  of  World  War  Two  is  unpar¬ 
alleled.  His  mastery  of  the  detail  of  the  histori¬ 
cal  documents  is  remarkable.  He  is  beyond 
question  able  and  intelligent.  He  was  invari¬ 
ably  quick  to  spot  the  significance  of  documents 
which  he  had  not  previously  seen.  Moreover,  he 
writes  his  military  history  in  a  clear  and  vivid 
style.  I  accept  the  favorable  assessment  by  Pro¬ 
fessor  Watt  and  Sir  John  Keegan  of  the  caliber 
of  Irving’s  military  history  ... 

Implacable  Hatred 

As  he  entered  the  courtroom  on  April  11  to  hear 
Judge  Gray  read  out  his  ruling,  enraged  bystanders 
threw  several  eggs  at  Irving,  one  of  which  hit  him. 
In  his  ruling,  Gray  seemed  to  excuse  or  justify  just 
such  incidents.  “I  can  well  understand  too,  that 
because  of  his  perceived  views,  Irving  and  his  family 
have  from  time  to  time  been  subjected  to  extreme 
pressure,  for  example,  when  his  flat  was  besieged  by 
rioters  in  1994." 

Much  more  ominous  than  the  relatively  harm¬ 
less  egg-throwing  incident  is  the  implacable  hatred 
harbored  by  many  Jews  against  Irving  and  all  those 
who  openly  defy  Jewish-Zionist  interests.  At  a 
recent  meeting  in  Los  Angeles,  Deborah  Lipstadt 
called  Irving  “a  contemporary  Amalek,”  referring  to 
the  traditional  biblical  foe  of  the  Jews.  ( Jerusalem 


Post,  May  2).  Similarly,  in  an  essay  about  the  trial 
distributed  worldwide  by  a  major  Jewish  news 
agency,  Rela  Mintz  Geffen,  who  teaches  at  Gratz 
College  near  Philadelphia,  wrote:  “Deborah  Lips- 
tadt’s  work  reminds  us,  as  the  Torah  does  in  its  pas¬ 
sage  about  Amalek,  of  the  importance  of  memory.  In 
my  opinion,  it  is  David  Irving  and  his  ilk  who  should 
beware.”  (JTA  dispatch,  March  21). 

For  devout  Jews,  such  words  are  very  serious. 
According  to  the  Torah  (Exodus  17:16,  Deuteronomy 
25:17,  1  Samuel  15:3-20),  the  Jewish  god  called  on 
the  ancient  Hebrews  to  “smite  Amalek,  and  utterly 
destroy  all  that  they  have,  and  spare  them  not;  but 
slay  both  man  and  women,  infant  and  suckling,  ox 
and  sheep,  camel  and  ass.”  Accordingly,  we  are  told, 
the  early  Jews  “utterly  destroyed  all  the  people  with 
the  edge  of  the  sword.”  Even  today,  Jews  are  admon¬ 
ished  never  to  forget  their  emblematic  enemy,  and 
to  wage  “war  with  Amalek  from  generation  to  gener¬ 
ation”  —  that  is,  forever.  The  inference  some  will 
surely  (and  reasonably)  draw  here  is  that  Irving  and 
“his  ilk”  deserve  to  be  killed. 

In  this  same  spirit,  a  high-ranking  Israeli  gov¬ 
ernment  official  has  publicly  suggested  that  “Holo¬ 
caust  deniers”  deserve  to  be  put  to  death.  Rabbi 
Michael  Melchior,  Israel’s  Minister  “for  Israeli  Soci¬ 
ety  and  World  Jewish  Communities,”  said  that 
Judge  Gray’s  judgment  “delivered  the  message  that 
Holocaust  deniers  should  be  regarded  alongside  the 
worst  of  the  Nazis.”  (London  Times,  April  12)  As  the 
world  knows,  “the  worst  of  the  Nazis”  were  shot  or 
hanged. 

Another  high-level  Zionist  official  called  for  what 
amounts  to  a  worldwide  travel  ban  on  anyone  who 
publicly  disputes  Holocaust  extermination  claims. 
Israel’s  ambassador  to  Britain,  Dror  Zeigerman 
called  on  Australia  and  other  countries  to  bar  Irving 
and  “other  members  of  the  Holocaust  denial  move¬ 
ment.”  (AAP  dispatch,  The  Australian,  April  13.) 

While  the  judgment  in  the  Irving-Lipstadt  trial 
is  certainly  a  heavy  blow  for  Irving  personally,  it  is 
only  a  temporary  setback  for  the  ultimately  unstop¬ 
pable  march  of  revisionist  scholarship.  Irving’s 
courtroom  defeat  and  its  resulting  worldwide  pub¬ 
licity  underscore  the  vital  importance  of  the  work 
done  by  the  Institute  for  Historical  Review  and  by 
those  heroic  scholars  who,  at  sometimes  great  per¬ 
sonal  cost,  have  been  fighting  for  truth  and  accuracy 
in  history  —  even  its  most  politicized,  emotion¬ 
laden  chapters  —  and  struggling  against  the  efforts 
of  those  who,  for  whatever  tribal  or  sectarian  con¬ 
cerns,  seek  to  stifle  free  historical  inquiry. 
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David  Irving’s  Final  Address  in  the  London  Libel  Trial 


On  March  15,  2000,  British  historian  David  Irv¬ 
ing  rose  before  the  High  Court  of  Justice  in  London 
to  deliver  his  Closing  Statement  in  a  dramatic  legal 
battle  that  had  generated  enormous  media  atten¬ 
tion. 

At  the  center  of  the  case  is  a  278-page  book  by 
Jewish-  American  scholar  Deborah  Lipstadt,  Deny¬ 
ing  the  Holocaust:  The  Growing  Assault  on  Truth 
and  Memory,  a  detailed  polemic  against  Irving  and 
other  revisionists  who  dispute  familiar  Holocaust 
claims.  As  the  plaintiff  (“claimant”)  in  the  case,  Irv¬ 
ing  charged  that  Lipstadt  and  Penguin  Books,  the 
British  publisher  of  Denying  the  Holocaust,  had 
libeled  him.  (For  more  on  this,  see  the  Jan. -Feb.  2000 
Journal  issue,  which  includes  extensive  press  reports 
and  commentary  on  the  trial.  Extensive  coverage  of 
the  case,  including  texts  of  important  trial  docu¬ 
ments,  can  be  found  on  Irving’s  web  site:  http  I  / 
www.fpp.co.uk.) 

Much  of  the  grueling  nine-week,  non-jury  trial 
dealt  with  such  emotion-laden  historical  issues  as 
Hitler’s  role  in  wartime  Germany’s  “final  solution” 
policies,  and  the  evidence,  or  lack  of  it,  for  mass  kill¬ 
ings  of  Jews  in  gas  chambers  at  Auschwitz- 
Birkenau.  This  historical  debate  is  reflected  in  Irv¬ 
ing’s  final  address  to  the  court,  which  differs  mark¬ 
edly  in  tone  and  focus  from  his  Opening  Statement 
of  January  11  (published  in  the  Sept. -Dec.  1999 
Journal,  pp.  16-35). 

At  least  as  importantly,  Irving’s  final  address 
provides  astonishing  details  of  the  concerted  global 
campaign  by  Jewish  organizations  to  destroy  his 
career  and  silence  him.  He  traces  the  secretive  activ¬ 
ities  of  this  widely  feared  but  little-understood  inter¬ 
national  cabal. 

In  the  defendants’  final  statement  to  the  court, 
attorney  Richard  Rampton  —  who  had  spoken  on 
behalf  of  Lipstadt  and  Penguin  Books  throughout 
the  proceedings  —  echoed  claims  made  at  the  outset 
of  the  trial.  “As  the  evidence  in  this  court  has  shown,” 
he  said,  “Irving  is  a  right-wing  extremist,  a  racist 
and,  in  particular,  a  rabid  anti-Semite.”  Rampton 
said  that  Irving  had  chosen  “to  prostitute  his  reputa¬ 
tion  as  a  serious  historian  ...  for  the  sake  of  a  bogus 
rehabilitation  of  Hitter  and  the  dissemination  of  his 
virulent  anti-Semitic  propaganda.” 

Judge  Gray  largely  agreed  with  the  defendants, 
and  his  detailed  judgment  (made  public  on  April  11) 
accordingly  was  a  devastatingly  severe  condemna¬ 
tion  of  Irving.  Understandably,  the  resulting  world¬ 
wide  jubilation  by  Lipstadt  and  her  allies  has 


overshadowed  the  valuable  evidence  and  arguments 
presented  by  Irving  during  the  proceedings,  and 
summed  up  eloquently  in  his  Closing  Statement.  It 
is,  therefore,  all  the  more  important  that  the  text  of 
this  address  be  made  widely  available. 

Here,  then,  is  Irving’s  March  15  Closing  State¬ 
ment.  (The  original  text,  including  reference  notes, 
can  be  found  on  Irving’s  web  site.)  This  text  has  been 
slightly  edited  for  style.  Deletions  are  indicated  by 
ellipses.  Brief  explanatory  or  elucidating  remarks 
have  been  added  in  brackets. 

—  The  Editor 


Tie  Defendants  in  this  action  —  the  publisher 
Penguin  Books,  and  the  American  scholar  Deb¬ 
orah  Lipstadt  —  have  sought  to  cast  this  trial 
as  being  about  the  reputation  of  the  Holocaust. 
It  is  not. 

The  world’s  press  have  also  reported  it  in  this 
way.  Again,  it  is  not. 

This  trial  is  about  my  reputation  as  a  human 
being,  as  an  historian  of  integrity,  and  —  thanks  to 
the  remarks  made  by  [defense  lawyer]  Mr.  Rampton 
—  as  a  father.  The  Defendants  are  saying,  and  have 
so  convinced  many  people,  that  I  am  not  entitled  to 
continue  to  earn  a  living  in  the  way  that  I  have 
earned  it  for  nearly  40  years.  A  judgment  in  my 
favor  is  no  more  than  a  judgment  that  disputed 
points  which  I  have  made  about  some  aspects  of  the 
narrative  are  not  so  absurd,  given  the  evidence,  as 
to  disqualify  me  from  the  ranks  of  historians.  Under 
the  laws  of  defamation  in  this  country,  it  could  not 
be  anything  else;  nor  must  the  defense  team,  no 
matter  how  powerful,  or  moneyed,  or  eloquent,  or 
numerous,  be  allowed  by  their  tactics  to  skew  it  in 
any  other  way. 

I  may  add  that  the  points  I  have  made  do  not 
necessarily,  lessen  the  horror  or  the  burden  of  guilt. 
I  always  have  accepted  that  Adolf  Hitler,  as  head  of 
state  and  government,  was  responsible  for  the  Holo¬ 
caust.  I  said,  in  the  Introduction  to  my  flagship  biog¬ 
raphy,  Hitler’s  War: 

If  this  biography  were  simply  a  history  of  the 
rise  and  fall  of  Hitler’s  Reich,  it  would  be  legit¬ 
imate  to  conclude:  “Hitler  killed  the  Jews.”  But 
my  years  of  investigation  suggested  that  many 
others  were  responsible,  that  the  chain  of 
responsibility  was  not  as  clear  cut  as  that. 
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David  Irving  addresses  an  IHR  meeting  in  south¬ 
ern  California,  September  7, 1996. 


Nothing  that  I  have  heard  in  this  Court  since 
January  11  has  persuaded  me  that  I  was  wrong  on 
this  account. 

These  latter  points  lead  to  another  consider¬ 
ation.  Your  Lordship  will  have  heard  of  the  — 
largely  successful  —  effort  to  drive  me  out  of  busi¬ 
ness  as  a  historian.  This  Court  has  seen  the  timidity 
with  which  historians  have  already  been  fraught 
once  the  Holocaust  is  questioned:  one  notable  histo¬ 
rian,  ordered  by  summons  to  attend,  showed  him¬ 
self  reluctant  even  to  confirm  what  he  had  written 
in  my  favor,  repeatedly,  over  the  last  20  years.  A 
judgment  rendered  against  me  will  make  this  paral¬ 
ysis  in  the  writing  of  history  definitive;  from  then 
on,  no-one  will  dare  to  discuss  who  exactly  was 
involved  in  each  stage  of  the  Holocaust,  or  how 
extensive  it  was.  From  then,  on  discussion  will 
revolve  around  “safe”  subjects  —  sacred  texts  in  the 
Middle  Ages,  or  Marx  in  the  old  USSR,  or  the  Koran 
in  a  fundamentalist  state  today.  Every  historian 
will  know  that  his  critique  needs  to  stop  sharply  at 
boundaries  defined  by  certain  authorities.  He  will 
have  a  choice:  accept  the  official  version,  holus- 
bolus;  or  stop  being  a  historian. 

A  judgment  in  my  favor  does  not  mean  that  the 
Holocaust  never  happened;  it  means  only  that  in 
England  today  discussion  is  still  permitted.  My 
opponents  would  still  be  able,  just  as  now,  to  pro¬ 


duce  other  documents  if  they  can;  to  expound  alter¬ 
native  interpretations.  They  would  be  as  free  as 
ever  to  declare  that  they  think  I  am  wrong.  They 
would  be  impeded  in  one  way  only:  they  would  not 
be  able  to  say  in  a  loud  and  authoritative  voice  that 
I  am  not  a  historian,  and  that  my  books  must  be 
banned.  As  a  result  of  my  work  (and  of  this  case)  the 
Holocaust  has  been  researched  more.  Those  who 
(rightly)  believe  that  these  crimes  should  never  be 
forgotten  should  ask  whether  their  case  is  batter 
served  by  a  compulsory  —  and  dead  —  text  imposed 
by  law  and  intimidation,  or  by  a  live  and  on-going 
discussion. 

Our  Common  Law  has  at  its  kernel  an  “adver¬ 
sarial”  procedure  whereby,  it  is  believed,  truth  is 
best  elicited  by  each  side  putting  their  case  as 
strongly  as  possible.  I  agree  with  English  Common 
Law. 

I  read  in  [the  London  daily]  The  Independent,  in 
a  lengthy  and  deeply  libelous  article  published  only 
last  week,  these  words:  “But  if  he  wins,  it  will  open 
the  door  for  revisionists  to  rewrite  any  event  in  his¬ 
tory  without  the  requirement  to  consider  evidence 
that  does  not  suit  them  and  without  fear  that  they 
will  be  publicly  denounced  for  their  distortion.” 

In  bygone  days,  I  venture  to  submit,  such  an 
article,  published  while  an  action  was  literally  sub 
judice  [under  consideration  by  a  court] ,  would  have 
been  a  clear  contempt  of  Court.  Your  Lordship  will 
have  noticed  that  I  wearied,  after  a  few  days,  of 
drawing  attention  to  the  coverage  of  this  trial.  Allow 
me  however  to  introduce  one  cautionary  statistic: 
not  including  the  fuss  about  the  Eichmann  manu¬ 
script,  the  British  press  have  published  no  fewer 
than  167  reports  during  the  seven  days  that  I  was 
on  the  witness  stand,  that  is  24  per  day;  but  just  58 
reports  during  the  20  days  when  the  boot  was  on  the 
other  foot  and  I  was  cross-examining  Mr.  Rampton’s 
witnesses,  that  is  roughly  three  per  day.  That  is  a 
disparity  of  some  eight  to  one  against  me.  If  Your 
Lordship  has  noticed  any  of  these  items,  you  will 
perhaps  have  observed  that  the  reporting  in  both 
cases  is  almost  exclusively  devoted  to  the  defense 
statements,  or  their  questions  to  me,  and  not  to  the 
product  of  the  examination.  The  Court  however 
operates  by  different  standards,  and  it  will  not  allow 
public  sentiment  to  guide  its  verdict.  I  believe  it  was 
Churchill  who  once  said,  “There  is  no  such  thing  as 
public  opinion,  there  is  only  published  opinion.” 
Given  such  a  baleful  glare  from  the  press  gallery, 
My  Lord,  I  am  glad  that  Her  Majesty  has  such  a  res¬ 
olute  officer  presiding  over  this  case.  The  outcome  is 
in  your  hands,  and  ours  alone,  and  I  am  confident 
that  nothing  that  the  Press  has  written,  or  may  yet 
write,  will  deflect  Your  Lordship  from  arriving  at  a 
just  conclusion. 
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The  Defendants  have  sold  around  the  world  a 
book,  Denying  the  Holocaust.  May  I  say  that  I  see 
here  Penguin  Books,  to  my  sorrow,  as  they  have  pub¬ 
lished  my  own  works  in  the  past;  but  they  are  con¬ 
tinuing  even  today  to  sell  this  book  for  profit,  in  the 
knowledge  that  it  contains  very  defamatory  allega¬ 
tions  and  that  these  allegations  are  held  to  be 
untrue.  It  is  a  reckless,  even  foolhardy  posture. 

Neither  of  these  Defendants  evidently  bothered 
even  to  have  the  manuscript  professionally  read  for 
libel.  I  say  “evidently,”  because  we  do  not  know:  they 
have  not  deigned  to  enter  the  witness  box  to  answer 
even  that  straightforward  and  most  elementary  of 
questions.  Nor  have  they  answered  this  question 
when  it  was  put  to  them  in  writing  . . . 

Whatever  other  limited  excuses  —  whether  of 
sheer  ignorance,  or  of  innocent  dissemination  — 
that  the  publisher  might  have  (quite  wrongfully) 
deployed  for  publishing  this  malicious  and  deeply 
flawed  work,  these  were  destroyed  from  the  moment 
when  they  received  my  writ  in  September  of  1996, 
and  were  thus  informed,  if  they  did  not  in  fact  know 
already,  of  the  nature  and  scope  of  the  libels  it  con¬ 
tains.  And,  as  said,  they  have  continued  to  sell  it, 
hoping  no  doubt  to  cash  in  on,  to  profit  from,  the 
notoriety  gained  by  these  libel  proceedings,  a  text¬ 
book  case  of  Rookes  vs.  Barnard  if  ever  there  was 
one,  since  the  book  they  are  selling  still  contains 
even  the  several  libels  which  they  have  made  no 
attempt  here  to  justify. 

They  have  to  justify  their  allegations,  or  their 
defense  fails;  and  as  your  Lordship  is  aware,  where 
the  defamations  are  particularly  grave,  a  higher 
burden  of  proof  falls  upon  them  than  the  mere  bal¬ 
ance  of  probabilities  that  is  normally  acceptable.  In 
both  Defendants,  moreover,  there  is  clear  evidence 
of  malice,  both  in  those  few  documents  which  the 
author  of  this  work  has  disclosed,  and  in  the  fact 
that  the  same  firm  of  publishers  had  previously  dis¬ 
tributed  a  work  in  which  I  was  variously  carica¬ 
tured  as  Adolf  Hitler,  and  wearing  swastika  eye¬ 
glasses. 

The  very  worst  of  the  libels  are  so  blatant,  that 
neither  Defendant  has  insulted  the  intelligence  of 
this  Court  by  offering  any  justification  for  them. 
They  hope  instead  to  divert  the  court’s  attention  by 
reference  to  distant  and  notorious  matters  of  his¬ 
tory.  In  consequence,  for  30  days  or  more  of  this 
Court’s  time  we  have  had  to  rake  over  the  embers  of 
what  may  be  one  of  the  greatest  crimes  known  to 
Mankind:  a  harrowing,  time-wasting,  and  needless 
effort,  which  has  yielded  even  now  few  answers  to 
great  questions  and  mysteries  which  even  the 
world’s  finest  academics  have  so  far  not  managed  to 
unravel. 

On  page  14  of  Denying  the  Holocaust,  the  Defen¬ 
dants  published  one  of  the  gravest  libels  that  can  be 


imagined  for  a  respectable  English  citizen  who  lives 
a  very  public  life,  namely  that  I  consort  with  the 
extremist  anti-Semitic  Russian  group  Pamyat,  with 
violent  anti-Israeli  murderers,  with  extremist  ter¬ 
rorists,  and  with  Louis  Farrakhan,  a  Black  Power 
agitator  who  is  known  to  be  acting  in  the  pay  of  a 
foreign  power,  namely  the  Libyan  dictator.  This  is 
not  just  the  simple  allegation  of  associating  with 
“extremists,”  about  which  they  have  made  so  much. 

The  words  on  page  14  are  as  follows  —  and  I 
make  no  apology  for  reminding  the  Court  of  them: 

The  confluence  between  anti-Israel,  anti- 
Semitic,  and  Holocaust  denial  forces  was  exem¬ 
plified  by  a  world  anti-Zionist  conference 
scheduled  for  Sweden  in  November  1992. 
Though  cancelled  at  the  last  minute  by  the 
Swedish  government,  scheduled  speakers 
included  black  Muslim  leader  Louis  Farra¬ 
khan,  Faurisson,  Irving  and  Leuchter.  Also 
scheduled  to  participate  were  representatives 
of  a  variety  of  anti-Semitic  and  anti-Israel 
organizations,  including  the  Russian  group 
Pamyat,  the  Iranian-backed  Hezbollah,  and 
the  fundamentalist  Islamic  organization 
Hamas. 

The  whole  statement  was  a  reckless  lie.  It 
appears  from  their  Discovery  to  have  been  based  on 
a  press  release  issued  by  the  Jewish  Telegraphic 
Agency  (JTA),  which  neither  that  agency  or  the 
Defendants  made  any  attempt  to  verify.  The  Court 
will  have  noticed  in  one  of  my  bundles  [of  evidence] 
the  letters  which  I  sent  to  every  Scandinavian 
embassy  at  the  time,  anxiously  denying  the  mali¬ 
cious  JTA  allegation.  I  have  pleaded,  as  Your  Lord- 
ship  is  aware,  that  the  innuendo  was  that  I  was 

thereby  agreeing  to  appear  in  public  in  support 
of  and  alongside  violent  and  extremist  speak¬ 
ers  including  representatives  of  the  violent  and 
extremist  anti-Semitic  Russian  group  Pamyat 
and  of  the  Iranian-backed  Hezbollah  and  of  the 
fundamentalist  Islamic  organization  Hamas 
and  including  the  black  Muslim  minister  Louis 
Farrakhan,  born  Louis  Eugene  Walcott,  who  is 
known  as  a  Jew-baiting  black  agitator,  as  a 
leader  of  the  US  Nation  of  Islam,  as  an  admirer 
of  Hitler  and  who  is  in  the  pay  of  Colonel  Mua- 
mmar  Gaddafi. 

And 

that  the  true  or  legal  innuendo  of  the  word 
“Hezbollah”  is  that  used  to  refer  to  and 
describe  a  known  international  terrorist  orga¬ 
nization  led  by  one  Sayed  Hassan  Nasrallah 
from  Beirut  in  the  Lebanon  also  known  as  the 
Hezbollah  whose  guerrillas  kill  Israeli  civilians 
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and  soldiers  thereby  deliberately  provoking 
retaliation,  and  which  organization  has  been 
determined  by  President  Clinton,  at  the  inter¬ 
national  anti-terrorism  conference  in  1996,  as 
being  among  the  enemies  of  peace,  and  whose 
officials  and  armed  activists  are  now  being 
hunted  down  by  . . .  the  Israeli  army. 

As  for  the  Hamas,  I  set  out  in  paragraph  12  of 
my  statement  of  claim  that  “the  true  or  legal  innu¬ 
endo  of  the  words  ‘Hamas’  is  that  of  an  Islamic  fun¬ 
damentalist  terrorist  organization  similar  in  nature 
to  the  Hezbollah.” 

In  my  pleadings,  I  also  argued  that  by  these  alle¬ 
gations  I  had  “been  brought  into  hatred,  ridicule, 
contempt,  risk  of  personal  injury,  and/or  assassina¬ 
tion.”  The  nature  of  the  libel,  and  the  damage  that  it 
caused,  hardly  need  arguing  in  detail  here.  To  put  it 
in  a  domestic  context,  if  the  Defendants  had  equally 
untruthfully  stated,  for  example  on  a  Channel  4 
television  documentary,  that  I  consorted  with  Ulster 
loyalist  death  squads  who  were  part  of  a  conspiracy 
to  murder  Roman  Catholic  nationalists,  itself  a 
grave  accusation  which  also  would  put  me  at  risk  of 
assassination,  and  if  the  Defendants  made  no 
attempt  to  justify  that  libel,  then  I  respectfully  sub¬ 
mit  that  Your  Lordship  would  have  no  hesitation 
giving  judgment  in  my  favor.  I  submit  that  there  is 
no  difference  between  these  examples. 

The  Defendants  have  relied  however  on  Section 
5  of  the  Defamation  Act.  In  other  words,  they  accuse 
a  respectable  Englishman  of  consorting  with  terror¬ 
ists  and  murderers,  and  then  plead  the  relative 
insignificance  of  the  accusation  when  it  turns  out  to 
be  a  reckless  lie. 

And  there  are  other  incendiary  lies  which  they 
have  stuffed  into  that  particular  sand-bucket,  Sec¬ 
tion  5,  in  the  hope  that  they  will  sputter  out:  the 
Defendants  repeated  the  story  —  first  published  in 
Izvestia  —  that  I  placed  a  portrait  of  Hitler  over  my 
desk.  For  that  lie  too  they  have  offered  no  justifica¬ 
tion.  I  read  incidentally  recently  in  Literary  Review, 
January  2000,  that  Lloyd  George  had  signed  photo¬ 
graphs  of  both  Hitler  and  Mussolini  on  display.  The 
only  signed  photograph  in  my  apartment,  as  many 
journalists  have  observed,  is  one  of  Sir  Winston 
Churchill. 

I  submit  that  Your  Lordship  should  not  accept 
the  Defendants’  contention  that  these  allegations 
should  be  disregarded  on  the  basis  of  Section  5. 
Even  if  they  could  sufficiently  justify  their  claim 
that  I  deliberately  bent  history  in  favor  of  Hitler, 
and  I  submit  that  they  have  not,  it  would  still 
“materially  injure  the  plaintiff’s  reputation”  (thus 
the  wording  of  Section  5)  to  say  that  I  had  a  portrait 
of  Hitler  above  my  desk.  The  claims  which  they  do 
seek  to  justify  suggest  that  I  am  culpably  careless 


and  (perhaps  unconsciously)  sympathetic  to  Hitler; 
bad  enough,  but  having  a  portrait  over  my  desk 
implies  a  full-hearted,  100  percent  conscious  com¬ 
mitment  to  that  man,  which  is  very  different. 

I  have  provided  to  Your  Lordship  in  one  [evi¬ 
dence]  bundle  a  number  of  passages  quoted  from 
A.J.R  Taylor’s  words.  [British  historian]  Taylor  him¬ 
self  accepted  that  they  inevitably  improved  Hitler’s 
image:  maybe  he  did  not  originate  the  actual  mass 
murders  himself;  maybe  he  did  slip  into  war  with 
Britain  rather  than  planning  it;  maybe  the 
Anschluss  with  Austria  was  more  a  stroke  of  good 
fortune,  which  he  grasped,  rather  than  long 
planned  as  a  take-over;  maybe  the  Nazis  did  not 
burn  down  the  Reichstag  in  1933.  These  views  of 
Taylor  have  been  criticized  as  being  wrong,  even  as 
being  too  sympathetic  to  Hitler.  But  everybody 
would  accept  that  to  suggest  that  Taylor  had  a  por¬ 
trait  of  Hitler  “over  his  desk”  would  suggest  some¬ 
thing  far  worse.  So  it  should  be  for  me  too. 

Again,  for  the  purpose  of  Section  5,  the  allega¬ 
tion  that  I  bend  history  in  favor  of  Hitler  because  I 
am  said  to  admire  him,  and  that  I  consort  with  other 
people  holding  such  views,  is  a  very  different  kettle 
of  fish  from  stating,  as  the  Defendants  do,  that  I  con¬ 
sort  with  people  who  are  widely  regarded  as  violent 
and  murderous  terrorists.  Indeed,  the  word  used  by 
the  Defendants  in  the  Hamas/  Hezbollah/  Pamyat 
context  is  “confluence,”  which  suggests  something 
even  worse  than  “consort.”  The  passage  suggests 
that  I  provide  support  (maybe  only  theoretical  sup¬ 
port,  but  still  support)  for  violence  and  murder  — 
murder  now  and  murder  in  the  future.  I  ask  there¬ 
fore  that  Your  Lordship  not  allow  either  of  these 
matters  to  be  discarded  into  Section  5. 

My  Lord,  the  Court  will  be  aware  that  from  the 
very  outset  I  argued  that  this  hearing  should  not, 
effectively,  leave  the  four  walls  of  my  study,  where  I 
wrote  my  books;  and  that  what  happened  50  or  60 
years  ago  was  of  less  moment  to  the  issues  as 
pleaded.  The  matter  at  issue,  as  pleaded  by  the 
Defendants,  is  not  what  happened,  but  what  I  knew 
of  it,  and  what  I  made  of  it,  at  the  time  I  put  pen  to 
paper.  To  take  a  crude  example:  neglecting  to  use 
the  Eichmann  memoirs,  released  to  us  only  a  few 
days  ago,  had  they  contained  startling  revelations 
—  which  they  did  not  —  could  not  have  been  held 
against  me  because  they  were  not  available  to  me  in 
the  1960s,  70s  or  80s. 

Your  Lordship  took  a  different  view,  and  I 
respectfully  submit  that  it  was  wrong.  The  Defen¬ 
dants  have  invested  a  sizeable  fortune  in  re¬ 
researching  the  Holocaust,  and  possibly  for  that 
reason  alone  we  have  all  been  dragged  through  that 
vast  and  inhuman  tragedy  yet  again,  and  quite 
needlessly  in  my  submission.  It  would  have  sufficed 
for  their  purposes  if  they  could  have  proved,  on  the 
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basis  of  the  total  disclosure  of  my  files  which  I  made 
to  them  and  their  experts,  that  I  had  indeed  “dis¬ 
torted,  misstated,  misquoted,  and  falsified.”  Fearing 
or  finding,  however,  that  they  were  unable  to  prove 
willful  fraud,  in  effect,  they  have  fallen  back  on  the 
alternative  plea  in  the  tort  of  negligence:  that  “Mr. 
Irving  ought  to  have  known.”  I  respectfully  submit 
that  this  unsubtle  change  of  defense  should  not 
have  been  allowed  to  them,  as  it  was  not  pleaded  at 
the  outset. 

If  my  submission  on  the  law  is,  however,  wrong 
then  Your  Lordship  must  ask  what  effort  would 
have  been  reasonable  on  the  part  of  an  individual 
historian,  acting  without  institutional  support  like 
that  of  [the  Israel  government]  Yad  Vashem  [cen¬ 
ter],  and  with  the  doors  of  archives  increasingly 
being  slammed  against  him  because  of  the  activities 
of  the  bodies  to  which  I  shall  shortly  refer.  These 
Defendants  have  reportedly  spent  some  six  million 
dollars,  and  20  man-years,  or  more,  in  researching 
this  case:  this  blinding  and  expensive  spotlight  has 
been  focused  on  the  narrowest  of  issues,  yet  still  it 
has  generated  more  noise  than  illumination. 

I  heard  the  expert  witnesses  who  were  paraded 
before  us  use  phrases  like  the  “consensus  of  expert 
opinion”  as  their  source  so  often  —  in  fact  the  word 


These  Defendants  have  reportedly  spent 
some  six  million  dollars,  and  20  man-years, 
or  more,  in  researching  this  case:  this  blind¬ 
ing  and  expensive  spotlight  has  been 
focused  on  the  narrowest  of  issues,  yet  still 
it  has  generated  more  noise  than  illumina¬ 
tion. 


consensus  occurs  so  far  no  fewer  than  40  times  in 
the  daily  transcripts  of  this  trial  —  that  I  began  to 
wonder  what  archives  were  for.  I  suggest  that  these 
experts  were  more  expert  in  reporting  each  other’s 
opinions,  and  those  of  people  who  agree  with  them, 
than  in  what  the  archives  actually  contain  —  and  do 
not  contain. 

The  phrase  “Holocaust  Denier,”  which  the  Sec¬ 
ond  Defendant  [Lipstadt]  boasts  of  having  invented, 
is  an  Orwellian  stigma.  It  is  not  a  very  helpful 
phrase.  It  does  not  extend  thought  or  knowledge  on 
this  tragic  subject.  Its  universal  adoption  within  the 
space  of  a  few  years  by  media,  academia  and  gov¬ 
ernment  and  even  academics  seems  to  indicate 
something  of  the  international  endeavor  of  which  I 
shall  make  later  mention.  It  is  in  my  submission  a 


key  to  the  whole  case.  Perhaps  this  Court  should 
raise  its  gaze  from  the  red  and  blue  files  and  bun¬ 
dles  for  a  brief  moment,  and  re-read  George  Orwell’s 
brief  appendix  to  1984,  which  seems  to  be  very  rele¬ 
vant  to  this  case. 

From  the  witness  box,  with  its  revelations  of  the 
“consensus  of  opinion,”  “moral  certainty,”  and  the 
mass  male-voice  choir  of  the  “social  sciences”  or 
“social  scientists,”  on  which  the  Defendants’  Ger¬ 
man  expert  Professor  Hajo  Funke  [sociologist  with 
the  Free  University  in  Berlin]  relies  for  his  cer¬ 
tainty  as  to  what  is  right-wing  extremism,  we  seem 
to  hear  more  than  a  vague  echo  of  Orwellian  News- 
peak  —  a  language  that  molds  minds,  and  destroys 
reputations  and  livelihoods. 

Orwell  was  however  wrong  in  one  point:  he 
thought  it  would  take  the  forces  of  the  State  to 
impose  Newspeak:  Professor  Lipstadt  and  her  reck¬ 
less  publisher,  Penguin  Books  —  I  shall  justify  that 
adjective  shortly  —  have  sought  to  impose  it 
through  the  machinery  of  the  literary  and  media 
establishments.  Only  the  Royal  Courts  or  Justice, 
independent  and  proud,  can  protect  the  rights  of  the 
individual  from  now  on.  And  those  rights  include 
the  right,  as  Lord  Justice  Sedley  recently  put  it  in 
another  Court  in  this  same  building,  of  any  person 
to  hold  to,  and  to  preach,  unpopular  views,  perhaps 
even  views  that  many  might  find  repellent. 

My  Writings  and  Reputation  as  a  Historian 

I  have  not  hesitated  to  stand  in  the  witness  box 
here,  and  to  answer  questions.  Mr.  Rampton  rose  to 
the  occasion,  and  he  —  or  indeed  I  —  may  yet  regret 
it.  Your  Lordship  will  recall  that  when  I  brought  a 
somewhat  reluctant  and  even  curmudgeonly  Profes¬ 
sor  Donald  Cameron  Watt,  doyen  of  the  diplomatic 
historians,  into  the  witness  stand,  he  used  these 
words: 

I  must  say,  I  hope  that  I  am  never  subjected  to 
the  kind  of  examination  that  Mr.  Irving’s  books 
have  been  subjected  to  by  the  Defense  wit¬ 
nesses.  I  have  a  very  strong  feeling  that  there 
are  other  senior  historical  figures,  including 
some  to  whom  I  owed  a  great  deal  of  my  own 
career,  whose  work  would  not  stand  up,  or  not 
all  of  whose  work  would  stand  up,  to  this  kind 
of  examination  . . . 

When  I  invited  him  to  mention  some  names,  of 
course  he  declined.  What  he  was  saying  was  that 
whatever  mistakes,  or  whatever  unconventional 
interpretations  of  mine,  the  Defendants  have 
revealed  with  their  multi-million  dollar  research, 
this  does  not  invalidate  me  as  an  historian,  or  my 
historical  methods  and  conclusions. 

Your  Lordship  will  find  that  Professor  Watt  con¬ 
tinued  by  suggesting  that  simply  by  facing  the  chal- 
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lenge  of  the  views  that  I  had  put  forward,  “and  bas¬ 
ing  them  on  historical  research,  rather  than 
ideological  conviction,”  this  had  directly  resulted  in 
other  historians  devoting  an  “enormous  burst  of 
research”  to  the  Nazi  massacres  of  the  Jews,  an  area 
which  can  in  consequence  now  support  journals  and 
conferences.  “This,  I  think,  is  a  direct  result  of  the 
challenge  which  Mr.  Irving’s  work  [posed]  and  the 
consistency  and  the  effort  which  he  has  put  into 
maintaining  it  in  public.”  In  other  words,  Watt 
stated  that,  far  from  being  a  “Holocaust  denier,”  my 
work  has  directly  increased  historical  research  into, 
and  understanding  of,  the  “Holocaust.” 

Professor  Eberhard  Jackel  made  the  same  con¬ 
troversial  point  in  his  essay  in  the  book  published 
by  the  US  Holocaust  Memorial  Museum,  namely 
that  before  my  book  Hitler’s  War  was  published  in 
1977,  there  had  been  virtually  no  meaningful 
research  into  the  tragedy  at  all.  Professor  Hans 
Mommsen,  Professor  Raul  Hilberg,  Professor  Gor¬ 
don  C.  Craig  —  all  have  more  or  less  supported  my 
claim  to  be  regarded  as  a  serious  historian.  The  out¬ 
come  of  my  research,  my  books,  and  my  speaking  is 
therefore  that  people  in  general  are  more,  not  less, 
aware  of  the  horrors  of  the  Holocaust,  and  they  are 
certainly  better  informed. 

One  of  the  most  damaging  [of  the  defendants’] 
accusations  is  that  the  Plaintiff  [Irving],  driven  by 
his  obsession  with  Hitler,  distorts,  manipulates,  and 
falsifies  history  in  order  to  put  Hitler  in  a  more 
favorable  light,  thereby  demonstrating  a  lack  of  the 
detachment,  rationality  and  judgment  necessary  for 
an  historian.  I  submit  that  in  assessing  whether  I 
am  an  historian  who  “distorts,  manipulates  and  fal¬ 
sifies,”  Your  Lordship  should  give  most  weight  to  my 
avowedly  historical  written  works.  I  suggest  that 
my  speeches  and  the  very  occasional  lapses  of  taste 
in  them  (Mr.  Rampton  has  identified  and  men¬ 
tioned,  repeatedly,  I  think,  three),  are  relevant 
purely  as  background  material.  Of  those  written 
historical  works,  I  submit  that  your  Lordship  give 
most  weight  to  my  flagship  work  Hitler’s  War.  I  ask 
that  Your  Lordship  read  (again,  if  Your  Lordship  has 
already  done  so)  the  Introduction  to  the  1991  edi¬ 
tion:  this  was  published  well  after  the  year  when 
the  Defendants  (wrongly)  assert  that  I  “flipped  over” 
to  become  what  they  call  a  Holocaust  denier. 

I  have  always  differed  from  colleagues  in  my  pro¬ 
fession  in  insisting  on  using  original  documents, 
including  where  possible  the  authors’  drafts  of 
books  or  memoirs  rather  than  the  heavily  edited 
West  German  editions,  later  rewritings,  or  posthu¬ 
mous  adaptations.  I  also  make  use  of  many  more 
unpublished  original  documents  than  my  historian 
colleagues.  In  the  1960s  and  1970s  this  was  more 
difficult  than  today. 

I  differ  too  from  others,  in  making  copies  of  the 


original  documents  which  I  unearth  freely  available 
to  others  as  soon  as  my  own  works  are  complete  . . . 
As  page  14  of  Hitler’s  War  shows,  I  donate  these 
records  regularly  to  publicly  accessible  archives, 
and  I  also  make  them  available  on  microfilm.  There 
are  nearly  200  such  microfilms,  containing  nearly 
half  a  million  pages.  I  also  devote  time  to  corre¬ 
sponding  with  and  assisting  other  historians  and 
researchers.  If,  therefore,  some  of  my  interpreta¬ 
tions  are  controversial,  I  also  do  all  that  is  possible 
to  let  other  people  judge  for  themselves.  This  speaks 
strongly  against  the  accusation  that  I  distort, 
manipulate  and  falsity  history. 

On  Hitler  and  the  Holocaust  I  wrote  [in  Hitler’s 
War]  the  following  words  —  after  the  time  when  I 
had  supposedly  become  a  Holocaust  denier, 
obsessed  with  Hitler,  and  with  exonerating  him: 

At  page  2:  “My  conclusions  . . .  startled  even  me. 
Hitler  was  a  far  less  omnipotent  Fiihrer  than 
had  been  believed  ...  His  methods  and  tactics 
were  profoundly  opportunistic.” 

At  page  4:  "...  The  more  hermetically  Hitler 
locked  himself  away  behind  the  barbed  wire 
and  mine  fields  of  his  remote  military  head¬ 
quarters,  the  more  his  Germany  became  a 
Fiihrer-Staat  without  a  Fiihrer.  Domestic  pol¬ 
icy  was  controlled  by  whoever  was  most  power¬ 
ful  in  each  sector  —  by  Hermann  Goring  ... 
Hans  Lammers  ...  Martin  Bormann  ...  Hein¬ 
rich  Himmler  ...” 

At  page  17:  “If  this  biography  were  simply  a 
history  of  the  rise  and  fall  of  Hitler’s  Reich  it 
would  be  legitimate  to  conclude:  ‘Hitler  killed 
the  Jews.’  He  after  all  had  created  the  atmo¬ 
sphere  of  hatred  with  his  speeches  in  the 
1930s;  he  and  Homelier  had  created  the  SS;  his 
speeches,  though  never  explicit,  left  the  clear 
impression  that  ‘liquidate’  was  what  he 
meant.” 

At  pages  17-18:  “For  a  full-length  war  biogra¬ 
phy  of  Hitler,  I  felt  that  a  more  analytical 
approach  to  the  key  questions  of  initiative, 
complicity  and  execution  would  be  necessary. 
Remarkably,  I  found  that  Hitler’s  own  role  in 
the  ‘Final  Solution’  —  whatever  that  was  — 
had  never  been  examined.” 

At  page  18:  “Every  document  actually  linking 
Hitler  with  the  treatment  of  the  Jews  invari¬ 
ably  takes  the  form  of  an  embargo.”  (This  is  the 
famous  “chain  of  documents,”  and  notwith¬ 
standing  everything  we  have  heard  in  Court  I 
still  adhere  to  this  position.) 

At  page  19:  “It  is  plausible  to  impute  to  him 
that  not  uncommon  characteristic  of  heads  of 
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state:  a  conscious  desire  ‘not  to  know.’  But  the 
proof  of  this  is  beyond  the  powers  of  a  histo¬ 
rian.” 

At  page  21:  "...  Dictatorships  are  fundamen¬ 
tally  weak  ...  I  concluded,  the  burden  of  guilt 
for  the  bloody  and  mindless  massacres  of  the 
Jews  rests  on  a  large  number  of  Germans  (and 
non-Germans),  many  of  them  alive  today,  and 
not  just  on  one  ‘mad  dictator,’  whose  order  had 
to  be  obeyed  without  question.” 

The  similarity  here  with  the  thesis  propagated 
by  Dr.  Daniel  Goldhagen  in  his  world-wide  best-sell¬ 
ing  book  Hitler’s  Willing  Executioners  will  surely 
strike  everybody  in  this  Court.  Allow  me  to  rub  this 
point  in:  What  I  actually  wrote  and  printed  and  pub¬ 
lished  in  my  “flagship  study”  Hitler’s  War  was  that 
Hitler  was  clearly  responsible  for  the  Holocaust 
both  by  being  head  of  state,  and  by  having  done  so 
much  by  his  speeches  and  organization  to  start  it 
off. 

Where  I  differed  from  many  historians  was  in 
denying  that  there  was  any  documentary  proof  of 
detailed  direction  and  initiation  by  Hitler  of  the 
mass  murders.  The  view  was  considered  to  be  heret¬ 
ical  at  the  time.  But  this  lack  of  wartime  documen¬ 
tary  evidence  for  Hitler’s  involvement  is  now  widely 
accepted. 

Indeed,  on  the  narrower  matter  of  the  lack  of 
wartime  documentary  evidence  on  “gas  chambers,” 
Your  Lordship  was  already  good  enough  to  grant  as 
follows,  in  an  exchange  [on  February  15]  with 
[defense  witness]  Professor  [Richard]  Evans: 

Irving:  If  his  Lordship  is  led  to  believe  by  a 
careless  statement  of  the  witnesses  that  there 
is  a  vast  body  of  wartime  documents,  this 
would  be  unfair,  would  it  not,  because  you  are 
not  referring  to  wartime  documents?  You  are 
referring  to  post-war  documents? 

Evans:  I  am  referring  to  all  kinds  of  docu¬ 
ments. 

Irving:  You  are  not  referring  to  wartime  docu¬ 
ments? 

Evans:  I  am  referring  to  documents  including 
wartime  documents,  the  totality  of  the  written 
evidence  for  the  Holocaust,  which  you  deny. 

Irving:  Are  you  saying  there  is  a  vast  quantity 
of  wartime  documents? 

Evans:  What  I  am  saying  is  that  there  is  a  vast 
quantity  of  documents  and  material  for  all 
aspects  of  the  Holocaust. 

Mr.  Justice  Gray:  I  expect  you  would  accept, 
Professor  Evans,  just  to  move  on,  the  number 


of  overtly  incriminating  documents,  wartime 
documents,  as  regards  gas  chambers  is  actu¬ 
ally  pretty  few  and  far  between? 

To  summarize,  in  Hitler’s  War  I  differed  from 
other  historians  in  suggesting  that  the  actual  mass 
murders  were  not  all  or  mainly  initiated  by  Hitler.  I 
pointed  out  that  my  sources  were  consistent  with 
another  explanation:  A  conscious  desire  “not  to 
know.”  (I  referred  to  a  Richard  Nixon  kind  of  com¬ 
plex.) 

I  submit  that  I  have  not  distorted,  manipulated, 
and  falsified.  I  have  put  all  the  cards  on  the  table;  I 
made  the  documents  available  to  all  comers,  on 
microfilm  and  in  the  archives,  and  I  have  pointed  to 
various  possible  interpretations. 

I  further  submit  that,  while  certainly  “selling” 
my  view,  I  have  been  much  less  manipulative  than 
those  historians,  including  some  whom  you  have 
heard  in  Court,  whose  argument  has  in  important 
part  been  simply  this  —  that  I  ought  not  to  be  heard, 
because  my  views  are  too  outlandish  or  extreme. 
Disgracefully,  these  scholars  have  cheered  from  the 
sidelines  as  I  have  been  outlawed,  arrested, 
harassed,  and  all  but  vernichtet  [annihilated]  as  a 
professional  historian;  and  they  have  put  pressure 
on  British  publishers  to  destroy  my  works. 

To  assist  Your  Lordship  in  deciding  how  outland¬ 
ish  and  extreme  these  views  of  mine  are,  I  allow 
myself  to  quote  from  A.  J.  P.  Taylor’s  The  War  Lords, 
published  by  Penguin  —  the  First  Defendants  in 
this  action  —  in  London  in  1978.  Of  Adolf  Hitler  he 
wrote  (pages  55-57,  68-70): 

...  It  was  at  this  time  that  he  became  really  a 
recluse,  settling  down  in  an  underground  bun¬ 
ker,  running  the  war  far  from  the  front. 

. . .  He  was  a  solitary  man,  though  he  sometimes 
accepted,  of  course,  advice  from  others,  some¬ 
times  decisions  [my  emphasis].  It  is,  I  think, 
true,  for  instance,  that  the  terrible  massacre  of 
the  Jews  was  inspired  more  by  Himmler  than 
by  Hitler,  though  Hitler  took  it  up. 

The  following  quotation  is  from  the  foreword 
[“Second  Thoughts”]  of  A.  J.  P.  Taylor’s  own  flagship 
work,  The  Origins  of  the  Second  World  War,  [origi¬ 
nally]  published  in  1963: 

Little  can  be  discovered  so  long  as  we  go  on 
attributing  everything  that  happened  to  Hitler. 

He  supplied  a  powerful  dynamic  element,  but 
it  was  fuel  to  an  existing  machine  ...  He  would 
have  counted  for  nothing  without  the  support 
and  co-operation  of  the  German  people.  It 
seems  to  be  believed  nowadays  that  Hitler  did 
everything  himself,  even  driving  the  trains  and 
filling  the  gas  chambers  unaided.  This  was  not 
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A.  J.  P.  Taylor  (1906-1990),  one  of  Britain’s  most 
influential  and  controversial  20th-century  histo¬ 
rians,  was  noted  for  his  non-conformist  outlook, 
his  flawless  delivery  as  a  public  speaker  and  his 
clear,  engaging  writing  style.  Author  of  28  books, 
his  best  known  work  was  the  1961  revisionist 
study,  The  Origins  of  the  Second  World  War, 
which  was  furiously  attacked  for  supposedly 
“exonerating”  Hitler. 

so.  Hitler  was  a  sounding  board  for  the  German 
nation.  Thousands,  many  hundred  thousand, 
Germans  carried  out  his  evil  orders  without 
qualm  or  question. 

What  I  wrote,  with  less  felicity  of  style  than  Pro¬ 
fessor  Taylor,  was  a  reasonable  interpretation  of  the 
information  available  to  me  at  the  time.  I  might  add 
that  my  words  are  often  accepted,  quoted,  and  ech¬ 
oed  by  other  historians  far  more  eminent  than  I 
(including  the  government’s  Official  Historians,  like 
Professor  Sir  Frank  Hinsley,  in  his  volumes  on  Brit¬ 
ish  Intelligence).  Some  may  regard  my  interpreta¬ 
tions  as  not  the  most  probable.  But  they  are  never 
perverse.  For  the  Defendants  to  describe  me  as  one 
who  manipulates,  distorts,  and  falsifies  it  would  be 
necessary  for  them  to  satisfy  Your  Lordship  that  I 
willfully  adopted  perverse  and  ridiculous  interpre¬ 
tations.  I  have  not. 

The  Defendants’  Historiographical  Criticisms 

I  now  turn  to  some  of  the  particular  matters 
which  exercised  Your  Lordship,  in  the  list  of  points 
at  issue. 


I  trust  that  Your  Lordship  will  bear  in  mind  that 
the  task  facing  a  historian  of  my  type  —  what  I  refer 
to  as  a  “shirtsleeve  historian,”  working  in  the  field, 
from  original  records  —  is  very  different  from  the 
task  facing  the  scholar  or  academic  who  sits  in  his 
book-lined  study,  plucking  handy  works  of  refer¬ 
ence,  printed  in  large  type,  translated  into  English, 
provided  with  easy  indices,  and  often  with  nice  illus¬ 
trations  too,  off  the  shelves  of  a  university  library 
within  arm’s  reach. 

Your  Lordship  will  recall  that  while  researching 
the  Goebbels  diaries  in  Moscow  during  the  first 
week  in  June  1992  I  had  to  read  those  wartime  Nazi 
glass  microfiches  through  a  magnifier  the  size  of  a 
nail  clipper,  with  a  lens  smaller  than  a  pea.  [See  D. 
Irving,  “Revelations  from  the  Goebbels’  Diary,”  Jan. - 
Feb.  1995  Journal,  pp.  2-17.]  The  Court  will  appre¬ 
ciate  that  reading  even  post-war  microfilm  of  often 
poorly  reproduced  original  documents  on  a  mechan¬ 
ical  reader  is  a  tedious,  time  consuming,  and  unre¬ 
warding  business.  Notes  have  to  be  taken  in  hand¬ 
writing,  as  there  are  no  “pages”  to  be  Xeroxed.  In  the 
1960s  Xerox  copies  were  nothing  like  as  good  as 
they  are  now,  as  Your  Lordship  will  have  noticed 
from  the  blue-bound  volumes  brought  in  here  from 
my  own  document  archives.  Mistakes  undoubtedly 
occur:  the  mis-transcription  of  difficult  German 
words  pencilled  in  Gothic  or  Siitterlin-style  script,  a 
script  which  most  modern  German  scholars  find 
unreadable  anyway;  mistakes  of  copying;  mistakes 
of  omission  (that  is,  a  passage  is  not  transcribed 
because  at  the  time  it  appears  of  no  moment).  These 
are  innocent  mistakes,  and  with  a  book  of  the  size  of 
Hitler’s  War,  currently  running  to  393,000  words, 
they  are  not  surprising. 

Your  Lordship  may  recall  one  exchange  I  had 
with  Professor  Evans: 

Irving:  Professor  Evans,  when  your  research¬ 
ers  were  researching  in  my  files  at  the  Institute 
of  [Contemporary]  History  in  Munich,  did  they 
come  across  a  thick  file  there,  which  was  about 
1,000  pages  long,  consisting  of  the  original 
annotated  footnotes  of  Hitler’s  War,  which  were 
referenced  by  number  to  every  single  sentence 
in  that  book? 

Evans:  No. 

Irving:  It  was  not  part  of  the  published  corpus. 

It  was  part  of  the  original  manuscript,  but  it 
was  chopped  out  because  of  the  length. 

Evans:  No,  we  did  not  see  that. 

Irving:  Have  you  seen  isolated  pages  of  that  in 
my  Discovery  in  so  far  as  it  related  to  episodes 
which  were  of  interest,  like  the  Reichskri- 
stallnacht ? 
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Evans:  I  do  not,  to  be  honest,  recall,  but  that 
does  not  mean  to  say  that  we  have  not  seen 
them. 

Irving:  You  said  that  my  footnotes  are  opaque 
because  they  do  not  always  give  the  page  refer¬ 
ence.  Do  you  agree  that,  on  a  page  which  we  are 
going  to  come  across  in  the  course  of  this  morn¬ 
ing,  of  your  own  expert  report,  you  put  a  foot¬ 
note  in  just  saying  “See  Van  Pelt’s  report,”  that 
is,  see  the  expert  report  by  Robert  van  Pelt,  and 
that  expert  report  is  about  769  pages  long,  is  it 
not? 

From  this  exchange  it  is  plain  that  I  was  not  just 
a  conjurer  producing  quotations  and  documents  out 
of  a  hat;  I  made  my  sources  and  references  available 
in  their  totality  to  historians,  even  when  they  were 
not  printed  in  the  book. 

The  allegation  that  the  mistakes  are  deliberate 
—  that  they  are  manipulations,  or  distortions,  —  is 
a  foul  one  to  make,  and  easily  disposed  of  by  general 
considerations.  If  I  intended  deliberately  to  mis¬ 
transcribe  a  handwritten  word  or  text,  I  would 
hardly  have  furnished  copies  of  the  original  texts  to 
my  critics,  or  published  the  text  of  the  handwritten 
document  as  a  facsimile  in  the  same  work  (for  exam¬ 
ple,  the  famous  November  30,  1941,  note  [by  Him¬ 
mler  of  telephone  conversations],  which  is  illus¬ 
trated  as  a  facsimile  in  all  [recent]  editions  of 
Hitler’s  War);  or  placed  the  entire  collection  of  such 
documents  without  restriction  in  archives  com¬ 
monly  frequented  my  critics. 

And  if  I  intended  to  mistranslate  a  document, 
would  I  have  encouraged  the  publication  of  the 
resulting  book,  with  the  correct  original  quotation, 
in  the  German  language,  where  my  perversion  of 
the  text  would  easily  be  discovered?  Yet,  like  all  my 
others  works,  both  Hitler’s  War  and  Goebbels  have 
appeared  in  German-language  editions  with  a  full 
and  correct  transcription  of  the  controversial  texts. 
Is  this  is  the  action  of  a  deliberate  mistranslator? 

As  for  the  general  allegation  that  the  errors  or 
exaggerations  or  distortions  that  were  made  were 
“all”  of  a  common  alignment,  designed  to  exonerate 
Adolf  Hitler,  the  test  which  Your  Lordship  must 
apply  should  surely  be  this:  if  the  sentence  that  is 
complained  of  be  removed  from  the  surrounding 
paragraph  or  text  (and  in  each  book  there  are  only 
one  or  two  such  sentences  of  which  this  wounding 
claim  is  made)  does  this  in  any  way  alter  the  book’s 
general  thrust,  or  the  weight  of  the  argument  that 
is  made?... 

The  allegation  of  the  Defendants  is  that  in  order 
to  “exonerate  Hitler”  I  effectively  concocted,  or 
invented,  a  false  version  of  events  on  Kristallnacht, 
namely  that  Hitler  intervened  between  1  and  2  a.m. 
[November  10,  1938]  to  halt  the  madness.  I  submit 


that  their  refusal  to  accept  this  version  is  ingrained 
in  their  own  political  attitudes.  There  is  evidence 
both  in  the  archives,  in  reliable  contemporary 
records  like  the  Ulrich  von  Hassell,  Alfred  Rosen¬ 
berg,  and  Hellmuth  Groscurth  diaries,  and  in  the 
independent  testimonies  of  those  participants 
whom  I  myself  carefully  questioned,  or  whose  pri¬ 
vate  papers  I  obtained  —  Nicolaus  von  Below,  Julius 
Schaub,  Karl  Wolff,  and  others  —  and  which  the 
Court  has  seen,  to  justify  the  version  which  I  ren¬ 
dered.  It  was  therefore  not  an  invented  story. 

It  may  well  be  that  my  critics  were  unfamiliar 
with  the  sources  that  I  used  before  they  made  their 
criticisms.  The  dishonesty  lies  not  with  me,  for 
printing  the  “inside”  story  of  Hitler’s  actions  that 
night,  as  far  as  we  can  reconstruct  them  using  these 
and  other  sources;  but  with  those  scholars  who  have 
studiously  ignored  them,  and  in  particular  the 
Rudolf  Hess  “stop  arson”  telegram  of  2:56  a.m., 
issued  “on  orders  from  the  highest  level,”  which  the 
Defendants’  scholars  have  testified  is  a  reference  to 
Hitler. 

Your  Lordship  may  well  have  marvelled  to  hear 
the  defendants’  witnesses  dismiss  this  message  — 
like  the  Schlegelberger  Document,  referred  to  later 
—  as  being  of  no  consequence. 

The  Kristallnacht  diaries  of  Dr.  Goebbels,  which 
I  obtained  in  Moscow  in  1992,  some  years  after  I 
first  drafted  the  episode,  substantially  bore  out  my 
version  of  events  —  namely  that  he,  and  not  Hitler, 
was  the  prime  instigator,  and  that  Hitler  was 
largely  unaware  and  displeased  by  what  came 
about.  Your  Lordship  will  recall  that  Professor  Phil¬ 
ippe  Burrin,  a  Swiss  Holocaust  historian  for  whom 
all  the  witnesses  expressed  respect,  comes  to  the 
same  conclusion  independently  of  me.  Now,  he  is 
manifestly  not  a  “Holocaust  denier”  either. 

The  Court  will  also  recall  that  the  Witness 
Evans  admitted  that,  unlike  myself,  he  had  not  read 
all  through  the  available  Goebbels  diaries.  He  had 
not  had  the  time,  he  said;  and  we  must  confess  a  cer¬ 
tain  sympathy  with  that  position  for  an  academic, 
time  is  certainly  at  a  premium.  Reading  all  of  the 
available  Goebbels  diaries  is,  however,  necessary,  in 
order  to  establish  and  recognize  the  subterfuges 
that  this  Nazi  minister  used  through  his  career  as  a 
diarist,  in  order  to  conceal  when  he  was  creating 
what  I  call  alibis  for  his  own  wayward  and  evil 
behavior  ... 

There  is  no  need  to  discuss  here  in  detail  my  var¬ 
ious  narratives  of  the  Nazis’  shooting  of  Jews  in  the 
East.  In  my  view,  there  is  little  dispute  between  the 
parties  on  what  actually  happened,  and  Your  Lord- 
ship  is  aware  that  I  have  given  these  atrocities  due 
and  proper  attention  in  the  various  biographies  I 
have  written;  I  would  however  add  the  one  caveat, 
that  they  are  not  intended  to  be  reference  works  on 
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The  “Schlegelberger  note”  generated  heated  discussion  during  the  Irving-Lipstadt  trial.  This  wartime 
memorandum  was  found  after  the  war  in  the  files  of  the  Reich  Justice  Ministry.  In  the  spring  of  1942, 
State  Secretary  Franz  Schlegelberger  noted  in  this  memo  that  Hitler’s  Chief  of  Chancellery,  Dr.  Hans 
Lammers,  had  informed  him: "...  The  Fiihrer  has  repeatedly  declared  to  him  [Lammers]  that  he  wants  to 
see  the  solution  of  the  Jewish  problem  postponed  until  after  the  war.”  (This  portion  is  shown  here  in  fac¬ 
simile.)  Lammers  confirmed  the  substance  of  this  memo  in  postwar  Nuremberg  trial  testimony.  During 
the  recent  libel  trial  in  London,  David  Irving  argued  that  this  document  shows  that  the  final  destination 
of  Europe’s  Jews  was  a  matter  that  Hitler  intended  to  deal  with  only  after  the  end  of  the  war.  Judge  Gray 
rejected  this  view,  concluding  that  Irving  had  distorted  or  exaggerated  the  document’s  significance. 


the  Holocaust,  but  orthodox  biographies. 

I  believe  I  was  the  first  historian  to  discover  and 
make  use  of  the  CSDIC  reports  relating  further 
details  of  these  killings,  particularly  the  [General] 
Bruns  Report,  and  I  made  them  available  to  many 
other  historians.  (These  are  the  British  eavesdrop¬ 
ping  reports  on  German  prisoners,  using  hidden 
microphones).  It  took  many  days  to  read  them;  there 
are  thousands  of  pages  in  these  files.  Over  the  last 
20  years  I  read  these  horrifying  narratives  out 
repeatedly  to  public  audiences,  including  “right- 
wing”  audiences.  This  fact  alone  entitles  me  to 
express  my  contempt  at  those  who  would  term  me  a 
“Holocaust  denier.” 

We  have  seen  the  Defendants  scrabbling  around 
at  the  end  of  the  Bruns  Report  for  its  third-hand  ref¬ 
erences  by  the  SS  murderer  and  braggart  in  Riga, 
Altemeyer,  to  an  “order”  he  claimed  to  have  received 
to  carry  out  such  mass  shootings  more  circum¬ 
spectly  in  future.  But  we  know  from  the  late  1941 
police  decodes  —  a  much  firmer  source  document 
than  a  snatch  of  conversation  remembered  years 
later,  in  April  1945  —  precisely  what  orders  had 
gone  from  Hitler’s  headquarters,  radioed  by  Him¬ 
mler  himself,  to  the  mass  murderer  SS  Obergrup- 
penfiihrer  Friedrich  Jeckeln,  stating  explicitly  that 


these  killings  exceeded  the  authority  that  he, 
Himmler,  himself  had  given,  and  by  the  Reichs- 
sicherheitshauptamt  (RSHA)  [Reich  Security  Main 
Office].  We  know  that  the  killings  of  all  German 
Jews  stopped  at  once,  for  many  months. 

When,  in  the  1970s,  I  first  translated  the  word 
Judentransport  (which  can  mean  “transportation  of 
Jews”)  as  well  as  “transports  of  Jews,”  in  the  plural 

—  being  at  the  time  unaware  of  the  surrounding 
context  of  data  which  helps  narrow  the  purport 
down  to  the  one  Riga-bound  trainload  from  Berlin 

—  I  was  thus  inadvertently  coming  closer  to  the 
truth,  not  further  from  it:  because  the  liquidation  of 
all  the  trainloads  from  Germany  was  halted  the 
next  day,  December  1,  1941,  by  the  order  radioed 
from  Hitler’s  headquarters  (whether  initiated  by 
Himmler  or  Hitler  seems  hair-splitting  in  this  con¬ 
text)  ... 

Another  most  difficult  piece  of  historical  paper 
for  my  opponents  is  the  Schlegelberger  Document. 
In  late  March  or  early  April  1942,  after  seeing  Ger¬ 
many’s  top  civil  servant  [Hans  Lammers],  who 
reported  only  to  Hitler,  Franz  Schlegelberger  dic¬ 
tated  this  famous  memorandum,  upon  which  all 
Holocaust  historians,  and  the  Defendants’  expert 
witnesses  in  this  case  have  hitherto  turned  enough 
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blind  eyes  to  have  won  several  battles  of  Trafalgar. 
For  many  years  after  the  war  it  vanished:  but  that 
is  another  story. 

Asked  about  this  specific  document  after  a  lec¬ 
ture  in  the  German  Institute,  here  in  London  in 
November  1998,  Dr.  Peter  Longerich,  who  is  now 
the  Defendants’  expert  witness,  had  the  function’s 
chairman  rise  to  inform  the  audience  that  the 
speaker  was  not  prepared  to  answer  questions  from 
David  Irving. 

It  is  a  genuine  document,  referring  in  one  breath 
both  to  Hitler  and  the  “Solution  of  the  Jewish  Prob¬ 
lem.”  Confronted  with  it  in  the  witness  box,  he  and 
his  fellow  experts  have  argued,  either  that  it  was 
totally  unimportant;  or  that  it  concerned  only  the 
Mischlinge,  the  mixed  race  Jews,  and  not  the  Final 
Solution  in  any  broader  sense.  Ingeniously,  Dr. 
Longerich  even  tried  to  suggest  that  it  originated  in 
1940  or  1941.  The  document  has  them  in  a  breath¬ 
less  panic. 

The  document’s  own  contents  destroy  their  lat¬ 
ter  argument:  In  the  first  sentence,  it  says:  “Mr. 
Reich  Minister  Lammers  informed  me  that  the 
Fiihrer  had  repeatedly  declared  to  him  that  he 
wants  to  hear  that  the  Solution  of  the  Jewish  Prob¬ 
lem  has  been  adjourned  [or  postponed]  until  after 
the  war.”  That  this  is  the  broader  Final  Solution  is 
plain  from  the  second  sentence,  which  shows 
namely  that  the  Mischling  question  was  something 
different:  “Accordingly,”  the  memorandum  contin¬ 
ues,  “the  current  deliberations  have  in  the  opinion 
of  Mr.  Lammers  purely  theoretical  value.”  Those 
deliberations  were,  as  my  opponents  themselves 
have  argued,  solely  concerned  with  what  to  do  with 
the  Mischlinge  and  the  like.  The  document  is  quite 
plain;  and  it  was  dictated  by  a  lawyer,  so  he  presum¬ 
ably  knew  what  he  was  writing.  There  is  no  room  for 
argument.  My  opponents  have  pretended  for  years 
that  this  document  effectively  does  not  exist. 

I  have  dealt  at  length  in  my  statements  in  the 
witness  box,  and  while  cross-examining  the  wit¬ 
nesses,  with  the  other  contentious  items,  namely 
the  Goebbels  diary  entries  for  March  27  and  May 
30,  1942,  the  Himmler  minute  of  September  22, 
1942,  and  his  note  for  his  meeting  with  Hitler  on 
December  10,  1942;  meetings  with  Antonescu  and 
with  Horthy  in  April  1943;  the  deportation  and 
murder  of  the  Jews  in  Rome  in  October  1943, 
Himmler’s  speeches  on  October  4  and  6,  1943,  and 
on  May  15  and  24, 1944,  and  Hitler’s  speech  on  May 
26,  1944,  and  Ribbentrop’s  testimony  and  evidence 
from  his  cell  at  Nuremberg.  I  contend  that  my  use  of 
these  items  was  quite  proper  ... 

As  for  the  content  of  the  Kurt  [Hans]  Aumeier 
dossier  —  his  [postwar]  manuscripts  suggest,  or 
confirm,  the  existence  of  limited-scale  gassings  at 
Auschwitz.  The  figures  are  unreliable,  and  many  of 


the  other  details  conflict  with  those  provided  by  the 
equally  flawed  writings  of  Auschwitz  commandant 
Rudolf  Hoss.  This  is  in  my  submission  the  most 
likely  reason  why  the  Defendants  have  not  relied 
heavily  on  either  source  in  their  defense. 

Nor  for  that  matter  have  they  made  any  use  of 
the  loudly  trumpeted  Eichmann  memoirs  prized  out 
of  the  Israeli  government  archives  [made  public  on 
February  29,  2000]  —  perhaps  because  in  the  entire 
document,  although  this  former  SS  Obersturm- 
bannfiihrer  is  writing  with  brutal  frankness,  and 
describing  the  most  appalling  spectacles  that  he  has 
seen,  he  does  not  refer  even  once  to  being  shown  a 
gas  chamber  during  his  official  guided  tours  as  “exe¬ 
cutioner  in  chief”  of  the  Auschwitz  and  Birkenau 
camps  ... 

Hitler’s  Knowledge  of  the  ‘Solution  of  the  Jewish 
Question’ 

This  became  the  most  controversial  issue,  both 
in  this  courtroom  and  stretching  far  back  into  my 
writing  career;  I  wish,  just  because  of  this,  that  I 
had  picked  a  different  biographical  subject. 

Because  of  the  inescapable  conclusion  —  that 
Hitler  had  probably  not  ordered,  or  been  aware 
until  relatively  late,  of  the  ultimate  fate  of  the  Euro¬ 
pean  Jews  —  I  forfeited,  as  my  US  agent  predicted, 
perhaps  half  a  million  dollars  or  more  of  lucrative 
sub-licensing  deals  with  major  corporations  —  the 
Reader’s  Digest,  paperback  houses,  reprints,  The 
Sunday  Times.  After  I  completed  a  first  draft  of  the 
book  in  about  1969-1970, 1  realized  that  there  was 
this  inexplicable  —  and  unexpected  —  gap  in  the 
archives. 

I  hired  a  trusted  friend,  Dr.  Elke  Frohlich  of  the 
[Munich]  Institute  for  Contemporary  History  [IfZ], 
to  go  through  all  the  then-available  German 
archives  again,  with  the  specific  task  of  looking  for 
documents  linking  Hitler  with  the  Final  Solution. 
She  did  a  conscientious  and  excellent  job,  working 
for  me  in  the  files  of  the  Nuremberg  state  archives, 
the  Institut  fur  Zeitgeschichte  [IfZ] ,  the  Berlin  Doc¬ 
ument  Center,  the  Bundesarchiv  [German  Federal 
Archives],  and  the  military  archives  in  Freiburg. 
Her  resulting  research  materials,  my  correspon¬ 
dence  with  her,  the  index  cards  and  photocopies, 
form  a  part  of  my  Discovery  in  this  action.  It  was  she 
who  produced  for  me  for  example  the  then-unpub¬ 
lished  diary  entry  of  Governor-General  Hans  Frank 
—  actually  a  meeting  transcript  of  December  13, 
1941,  currently  being  edited  by  her  colleagues  at  the 
[Munich]  Institute  —  to  which  I  duly  made  refer¬ 
ence. 

I  would  incidentally  rely  on  this  episode  as  one 
further  instance  of  my  integrity  as  an  independent 
historian:  Inherently  dissatisfied  with  the  results  of 
my  own  research,  I  hired  and  paid  out  of  my  own 
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pocket  for  this  second  opinion,  as  an  avocatus 
diaboli,  to  trawl  once  more,  and  with  a  net  of  finer 
mesh,  across  the  same  fishing  grounds  for  docu¬ 
ments  that  might  in  fact  destroy  my,  then  still  ten¬ 
tative,  hypothesis.  In  a  similar  step,  which  I  think  I 
took  to  appease  the  now  worried  American  publish¬ 
ers,  I  wrote  in  December  1975  to  four  or  five  of  the 
major  international  Jewish  historical  research 
institutions,  appealing  for  “evidence  proving  Hit¬ 
ler’s  guilt  in  the  extermination  of  the  Jews.” 

All  of  these  inquiries  by  me  drew  a  blank,  except 
for  one.  As  I  summed  up  in  a  letter  to  The  Sunday 
Telegraph  on  June  19,  1977,  "...  all  offered  their 
apologies,  except  Professor  Raul  Hilberg,  author  of 
the  standard  history  on  the  subject,  who  honorably 
conceded  that  he  too  has  come  to  the  view  that  Hit¬ 
ler  may  not  have  known.”  (His  letter  is  in  my  Dis¬ 
covery).  The  other  institutions  stated  that  they  had 
no  such  evidence,  or  they  did  not  reply. 

The  International  Endeavor  to  Destroy  my  Legiti¬ 
macy  as  an  Historian 

Before  I  proceed  to  the  problems  with  the 
accepted  version  of  the  history  of  Auschwitz,  I  turn 
first  to  the  submissions  that  Your  Lordship  will 
allow  me  to  make  on  the  30-year  international 
endeavor  by  a  group  of  organizations  to  destroy  my 
legitimacy  as  an  historian.  I  submit  that  I  am  enti¬ 
tled  to  draw  these  documents  to  Your  Lordship’s 
attention,  because  these  bodies,  acting  with  that 
secret  and  common  purpose,  compiled  dossiers  and 
reports  on  me  with  the  intention  of  destroying  me. 
They  did  so  exercising  no  proper  care  for  accuracy; 
and,  as  is  evident  from  the  Second  Defendant’s  Dis¬ 
covery,  and  from  the  Introduction  to  her  book  [Deny¬ 
ing  the  Holocaust)  in  which  she  explicitly  acknowl¬ 
edges  the  assistance  provided  by  many  of  these 
bodies,  she  drew  upon  these  tainted  wellsprings  as 
the  source  for  much  of  the  poison  she  wrote  about 
me. 

We  shall  hear  that,  buried  in  the  files  of  the 
Simon  Wiesenthal  Centre  in  Toronto,  is  a  document, 
now  also  in  Ms.  Lipstadt’s  files  —  they  sent  it  to  her 
—  which  forms  something  of  a  blueprint  for  the 
attempt  to  destroy  my  name.  A  researcher  for  the 
Centre,  commissioned  to  investigate  my  life  in 
detail,  recommended  in  that  compilation,  after 
referring  to  my  “thorough  archival  research”  and 
“genuine  historical  insight”  as  follows:  “Given  this 
accurate  version  of  reality,  it  is  all  the  more  clear 
why  his  activities  must  be  curtailed,  and  why  his 
[Irving’s]  alleged  legitimacy  must  be  eradicated.” 

I  have  been  subjected  since  at  least  1973,  and 
probably  before  then,  to  what  would  be  called  in 
warfare  a  campaign  of  interdiction.  I  know  of  no 
other  historian  or  writer  who  has  been  subjected  to 
a  campaign  of  vilification  even  one  tenth  as  intense. 


The  book  Denying  the  Holocaust  was  the  climax  of 
this  campaign.  There  exist,  as  I  said  in  my  opening 
speech  [published  in  the  Sept.-Dee.  1999  Journal ], 
various  bodies  in  this  country  and  around  the  world 
who  have  at  heart  the  interests  of  special  groups.  I 
make  no  protest  about  that:  but  many  other 
Englishmen  have  noticed,  or  found  out,  usually  by 
chance,  that  these  bodies  keep  files  on  us,  which 
they  use  to  our  disadvantage  if  they  believe  we  are 
a  danger  to  their  interests.  Despite  the  best  inten¬ 
tions  of  the  Data  Protection  Act,  it  seems  that  we 
have  no  means  of  checking  those  files,  or  revising 
their  content,  let  alone  of  cleansing  them  of  libels. 
To  give  one  particularly  gross  example:  Under  the 
cover  provided  by  the  United  States  First  Amend¬ 
ment,  the  Jewish  Telegraphic  Agency  accused  me  in 
1995  of  having  supplied  the  trigger  mechanism  for 
the  Oklahoma  City  bomb.  That  item  was  picked  up 
by  the  American,  and  then  faintly  echoed  by  the 
British  press.  It  was  only  months  later  that  I  found 
out  who  had  started  that  lie. 

But  regrettably  this  has  become  a  campaign  to 
defame  people  whom  they  regard  as  a  danger.  A 
number  of  special  bodies  exist  solely  for  this  pur¬ 
pose.  Some  of  them  are  listed  on  my  website  index 
as  being  "...  some  traditional  enemies  of  Free 
Speech.”  Professor  Kevin  MacDonald,  of  California 
State  University-Long  Beach,  a  sociologist  who  is 
the  world’s  leading  expert  on  these  things, 
expressed  forceful  opinions  to  this  Court  in  his 
expert  report  [published  in  the  Jan.-Feb.  2000  Jour¬ 
nal) —  on  which  he  offered  himself  for  cross-exami¬ 
nation  —  and  I  urge  Your  Lordship  not  to  disregard 
the  substance  of  what  he  had  to  say. 

These  bodies  will  not  endear  themselves,  if 
found  out,  to  the  victims  of  their  campaigns. 

Mr.  Rampton  made  much  of  Mr.  Ernst  Ziindel’s 
gross  and  ill-considered  reference  to  the  “Juden- 
pack”  [“pack  of  Jews”]  —  as  anti-Semitic  a  word  as 
one  might  hear.  In  consequence,  Mr.  Rampton  labels 
this  man  as  an  extremist  and  an  anti-Semitic.  The 
Court  has  been  told  nothing  by  Mr.  Rampton  of 
what,  if  any,  remarks,  or  incidents,  preceded  the 
outburst  by  Mr.  Ziindel.  We  do  know,  and  I  can  so 
inform  this  Court,  that  his  home  [in  Toronto]  has 
been  attacked  and  torched.  Such  violent  incidents 
certainly  cannot  excuse  the  violent  remarks;  but 
they  can  explain  them. 

Because  they  don’t  like  what  he  writes  or  pub¬ 
lishes,  these  bodies  have  attempted  to  destroy  his 
life  with  criminal  prosecution  in  an  attempt  to  have 
him  deported  or  jailed.  They  have  failed,  and  Can¬ 
ada’s  highest  Court  has  ruled  that  he  is  free  of  any 
criminal  taint.  Your  Lordship  may  consider  that  this 
finding  by  a  judicial  body  has  some  bearing  on  the 
label  of  extremism.  Quite  probably  as  the  direct 
result  of  these  bodies’  agitation  against  him,  he  was 
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subjected  to  violent  assault.  He  was  sent  a  large 
parcel  bomb  which  the  [Canadian]  RCMP  police 
authorities  took  away  and  detonated.  The  instiga¬ 
tors  were  a  British  Columbia  group  of  “anti-fas¬ 
cists.”  Mr.  Ziindel  ought  not,  of  course,  to  have  used 
such  an  expression.  Apart  from  anything  else,  his 
opponents  are  not  Jews  in  general,  but  self- 
appointed  bodies  of  would-be  censors.  The  Court 
will  readily  accept  that  I  —  Mr.  Ziindel  is  not  the 
claimant  here  —  have  not  used  such  language  in  all 
the  thousands  of  pages,  videos,  and  recordings 
which  I  have  readily  disclosed. 

My  own  experience  at  the  hands  of  these  self- 
appointed  censors  has  not  been  so  very  different.  It 
began  in  1963  when  agents  of  Searchlight  [a  British 
“anti-fascist”  periodical]  raided  my  home  and  were 
caught  red-handed  in  this  criminal  attempt.  Ever 
since  then  that  publication  has  tweaked  my  tail 
with  a  stream  of  defamatory  articles:  a  37-year 
onslaught,  to  which  I  as  a  good  Christian  turned  the 
other  cheek.  After  ten  years  this  campaign  had 
begun  to  threaten  my  livelihood. 

Lord  Weidenfeld,  one 
of  my  favorite  publish¬ 
ers  —  he  published  no 
fewer  than  three  of  my 
major  works,  including 
my  best-selling  Rommel 
biography  —  was  the 
first  publisher,  first  of  a 
long  and  illustrious  line, 
to  come  under  clandes¬ 
tine  pressure  to  tear  up 
his  publishing  contract 
with  me  because  my 
books  offended  these 
special-interest  groups. 

He  told  me  at  the 
Frankfurt  Book  Fair  on  Kevin  MacDonald 

October  13,  1973,  that 

“he  had  cancelled  the  book  [ Hitler’s  War ]  under 
extreme  outside  pressure,  he  said,  from  officials  of 
Zionist  groups,  and  representations  made  by  cer¬ 
tain  embassies.” 

It  might  be  said  that  the  real  Defendants  in  this 
case  are  not  represented  in  this  Court,  but  their 
presence  has  been  with  us  throughout.  These  are 
the  people  who  commissioned  the  work  complained 
of,  and  provided  much  of  the  materials  used  in  it.  I 
understand  they  have  provided  considerable  funds 
for  the  defense  —  I  am  talking  primarily  of  the 
American  Jewish  Committee  and  the  Anti-Defama¬ 
tion  League  [ADL]  of  B’nai  B’rith,  a  long-estab¬ 
lished  American  body. 

I  know  very  little  about  the  former  body,  but  I  am 
aware  that  the  latter  [the  ADL]  has  a  $50  million 
annual  budget,  substantially  greater  than  an 


author  commands  whose  livelihood  has  been 
destroyed  by  their  activities.  When  your  Lordship 
comes  to  such  things  as  costs  and  damages,  I  would 
respectfully  submit  that  you  bear  these  things  in 
mind. 

We  have  them  to  thank  for  the  spectacle  that  has 
been  presented  in  this  courtroom  since  January. 
Without  their  financial  assistance,  it  is  unlikely 
that  Mr.  Rampton  and  his  defense  team  and  his 
instructing  solicitors  could  have  mounted  this  colos¬ 
sal  onslaught  on  my  name.  One  day  in  1998  I  was 
shown  a  letter  written  that  morning  by  Mr.  Julius 
[attorney  for  Lipstadt]  to  some  of  the  country’s  rich¬ 
est  men,  inviting  them  to  bankroll  this  action.  It 
had  chanced  into  our  hands.  That  is  the  other  side 
of  a  piece  of  legal  coinage  that  has  recently  come 
back  into  currency  —  champerty  and  maintenance. 
For  over  three  years  this  well  funded  team  sitting 
opposite  me  has  drilled  down  deep  into  my  private 
papers  and  burrowed  on  a  broad  front  into  the 
archives  of  the  world,  on  a  multi-pronged  attack  — - 
trying  to  establish  that  what  I  have  written  over  the 
last  35  years  is  distorted  or  mistranslated  in  pursu¬ 
ance  of  an  agenda  (namely  the  exoneration  of  Adolf 
Hitler);  and  trying  to  dig  up  every  little  morsel  of 
dirt  on  me  that  they  can. 

My  book  Hitler’s  War  was  published  by  the 
Viking  Press  in  New  York  in  April  1977,  and  by  Hod- 
der  &  Stoughton  in  this  country  in  June  of  that  year. 
What  can  be  seen  as  a  coordinated  attack  on  the 
book  began.  The  Viking  Press  was  one  of  that 
nation’s  most  reputable  publishers  (and  is  now 
owner  of  the  First  Defendant  company  [Penguin]). 
Public  attacks  on  the  book  in  the  press  were  con¬ 
certed,  with  clandestine  attempts  to  have  my  book 
squelched  and  me,  as  its  author,  ostracized. 

The  Anti-Defamation  League  (or  ADL)  —  a  body 
which  turns  out  to  have  been  closely  in  league  with 
the  Second  Defendant  [Lipstadt]  in  the  current 
action  —  did  what  it  could  to  disrupt  my  USA  lec¬ 
ture-circuit  and  television  tour  promoting  the  book. 
The  ADL  had  its  Washington  branch  put  pressure 
on  the  Channel  5  television  network  that  was  to 
carry  a  “Panorama”  interview  with  me:  we  are 
rather  well  informed  about  how  this  American  lobby 
of  bigots  carries  out  its  duties,  and  I  reproduce  these 
extracts  of  its  secret  internal  report  on  its  efforts. 
Hearing  of  the  booking  for  me  to  attend  the  pro¬ 
gram,  the  local  ADL  agent  reported  to  headquar¬ 
ters:  “As  a  consequence,  I  arranged  with  the  show’s 
producer  to  place  on  the  same  show  in  a  debate  pos¬ 
ture  my  associate,  Randy  Koch,  which  airing  took 
place  on  April  18, 1:00  to  1:30  p.m.  A  cassette  of  the 
show  is  being  sent  to  you  under  separate  cover  for 
your  advice  and  analysis.”  They  added:  “The  follow¬ 
ing  information  is  provided  to  you  so  that  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  the  cassette  you  may  better  appraise  Irving’s 
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knowledgeability  and  toughness  as  an  adversary  in 
conjunction  with  ADL’s  problems  with  him.” 

What  were  the  ADL’s  “problems”  with  me,  one 
wonders?  I  had  had  no  dealings  with  them  whatso¬ 
ever.  If  we  had  been  able  to  cross-examine  Professor 
Lipstadt,  we  might  have  asked  her,  since  her  own 
Discovery,  limited  though  it  is,  shows  her  to  have 
been  in  cahoots  with  them. 

With  more  fervor  than  accuracy,  the  ADL  report 
continues  with  the  remarkable  disclosure: 

David  Irving  is  the  nom  de  plume  of  John 
Cawdell,  a  revisionist  historiographer  of  Adolf 
Hitler,  particularly  regarding  Hitler’s  role  in 
and  knowledge  of  the  mass  extermination  of 
European  Jewry.  His  major  premise  is  that  Hit¬ 
ler  was  largely  oblivious  to  the  large-scale  kill¬ 
ing  of  Jews  in  the  death  camps.  He  alleges  and 
underscores  the  lack  of  historical  evidence  in 
documentation  form  that  will  show  any  orders 
from  Hitler  to  Himmler,  Heydrich  or  others. 
Irving  further  maintains  that  no  direct  docu¬ 
mentation  exists  of  Hitler  giving  orders  to  liq¬ 
uidate  Jews  ... 

The  agent’s  report  continues  that  the  book  [Hit¬ 
ler’s  War]  is  a  work  of  over  900  pages,  including  100 
pages  of  footnotes.  “It  would  appear  from  the  quan¬ 
tity  of  research  and  time  that  Irving  put  into  the 
work  that  the  author  appears  knowledgeable  and 
expert  in  subject  area.”  The  cause  for  ADL  concern 
then  follows: 

My  monitoring  of  the  aforementioned  telecast 
leads  me  to  conclude  that  Irving  comes  through 
as  an  extremely  knowledgeable  and  tough 
adversary  although  he  is  extremely  defensive 
in  debating  his  latest  work  ...  I  see  no  problem 
in  our  joining  in  debate  situations  with  him 
provided  our  proponent  does  sufficient  home¬ 
work. 

The  report  adds  that  they  had  questioned  a  local 
[Jewish]  Board  member,  identified  as  James  Jacobs, 
an  atomic  scientist  who  had  allegedly  befriended  me 
when  I  was  researching  my  book  The  Virus  House , 
the  history  of  the  German  atom  bomb  project.  While 
I  have  to  confess  that  I  have  no  memory  of  that  man, 
the  1977  report  adds:  “Jacobs  states  that  Irving  is 
definitely  not  anti-Semitic,  that  he  is  an  excessive 
German-phile  ...” 

This  was  no  doubt  an  accurate  report  on  my  pri¬ 
vate  conversations  with  the  man.  [The  ADL  agent’s 
report  continues:] 

According  to  Jacobs,  Irving  is  extremely  thor¬ 
ough  in  his  research  and  cites  in  this  connec¬ 
tion  an  inordinate  amount  of  time  spent  by  him 
in  the  United  States  going  over  the  German 


archives  reports  and  time  spent  in  discussions 
with  eminent  authorities  in  the  field  covering 
associate  matter  concerning  Irving’s  writings. 
Jacob’s  appraisal  concurs  with  mine  that  as  a 
consequence  of  the  foregoing,  Irving  does  make 
a  tough  adversary. 

The  report  concludes  that  Jacobs  would  “co-oper¬ 
ate  with  you”  —  the  addressee,  evidently  the  ADL’s 
London  friends,  the  Board  of  Deputies  [of  British 
Jews],  “in  any  way  he  can  to  further  assist  you  in 
your  appraisal.” 

When  I  then  began  my  lecturing  activities 
around  the  USA  in  the  early  1980s,  speaking  at  pri¬ 
vate  functions,  schools,  and  universities,  the  ADL 
headquarters  sent  out  a  secret  circular,  a  “Back¬ 
grounder,”  to  all  their  local  agents.  The  back¬ 
grounder,  dated  July  6, 1983,  began  with  the  words: 
“British  author  David  Irving  has  been  of  concern  to 
ADL,  as  well  as  to  the  Jewish  community  generally, 
since  the  1977  publication  of  his  book  Hitler’s  War,” 
and  it  indicated  that  it  was  the  controversy  over 
Hitler  and  the  Jews  that  was  the  reason.  We  have 
heard  of  similar  such  circulars  being  generated  by 
them  on  other  famous  literary  names,  for  example 
the  Daily  Telegraph  writer  Auberon  Waugh,  and 
Noam  Chomsky,  who  though  an  eminent  Harvard 
professor  also  found  mysterious  problems  in  getting 
material  published.  In  my  case  the  ADL  instructed 
its  “regional  offices”:  “Should  he  [Irving]  surface  in 
your  region,  please  notify  the  Fact  Finding  Depart¬ 
ment  and  your  Civil  Rights  Coordinator.” 

It  is  quite  plain  that  the  ADL  were  not  concerned 
with  promoting  civil  rights,  but  in  abrogating  one  of 
the  most  basic  rights  of  all,  the  right  to  freedom  of 
speech. 

The  circular  about  me  was  so  defamatory  and 
untrue  that  after  a  copy  was  passed  to  me  I  sent  a 
written  warning  on  October  15,  1983,  to  the  then 
director  of  the  ADL  in  New  York  to  desist  from 
spreading  what  I  referred  to  even  then  as  this  “libel¬ 
ous  garbage.”  I  warned  that  I  had  prevailed  in  a 
number  of  defamation  actions  in  the  German  law 
courts  enforced  against  provincial  newspapers, 
political  groups,  and  trades  unions,  including  the 
giant  [German  labor  union]  IG  Metall,  and  that 
other  people  who  innocently  spread  such  legends, 
including  the  Israeli  author  Ephraim  Kishon,  had 
preferred  to  apologize  to  me  in  writing  for  mistak¬ 
enly  giving  currency  to  such  smears.  The  ADL  did 
not  reply,  and  they  continued  their  illiberal  cam¬ 
paign  against  me. 

Correspondence  with  my  literary  agent  showed 
by  1984  already  that  the  international  smear  cam¬ 
paign  was  inflicting  financial  damage  on  me.  It  was 
at  precisely  this  time,  1984,  that  the  Second  Defen¬ 
dant  [Lipstadt] ,  then  teaching  in  the  Near  Eastern 
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Languages  Center  of  the  University  of  California  at 
Los  Angeles,  offered  her  services  to  Yehuda  Bauer  in 
Jerusalem.  She  attached  “A  Proposal  for  Research: 
The  Historical  and  Historiographic  Methodology  of 
the  Holocaust  Revisionists.”  I  ask  Your  Lordship  to 
note  that  on  page  38  of  this  synopsis  the  Second 
Defendant  mentioned  my  name  in  these  words: 
“They  [deniers]  also  find  it  expedient  to  associate 
themselves  with  those  such  as  David  Irving  who  do 
not  deny  that  the  Holocaust  took  place  but  seek  to 
shift  the  blame  to  others.”  (My  added  emphasis). 

To  conclude  this,  on  the  matter  of  her  employ- 


In  short,  there  was  and  is  a  hidden  network 
of  Orwellian  organizations  determined  to 
ensure  that  no  version  of  history  of  these 
matters  of  which  they  disapproved  was 
given  currency,  or  indeed  allowed  to  sur¬ 
vive. 


ment:  on  May  31,  1988,  she  was  awarded  an  addi¬ 
tional  $16,000  agreement  for  research  on  this  topic 
by  the  Vidal  Sassoon  Center  for  the  Study  of  Anti- 
Semitism  at  the  Hebrew  University  of  Jerusalem. 
This  research,  it  should  be  added,  was  what  finally 
bore  fruit  as  the  book  complained  of,  Denying  the 
Holocaust.  The  publisher  at  that  time  was  to  be  Rob¬ 
ert  Maxwell,  who  was  liaising  with  Professor 
Yehuda  Bauer. 

During  this  period  the  international  campaign 
against  me  achieved  some  ugly  successes.  Through 
their  Vienna  collaborators,  the  Documentation 
Archive  of  the  Austrian  Resistance  [DOW] ,  a  recog¬ 
nized  Communist-front  organization,  they  pre¬ 
vailed  upon  Austria’s  Interior  Minister,  Karl 
Blecha,  to  have  me  illegally  deported  in  June  1984. 
In  July  1986  after  an  appeal  by  myself  this  was 
overturned,  and  Austria  was  ordered  to  pay  me  com¬ 
pensation.  I  have  to  admit  that  as  a  writer  I  was  not 
prepared  for  this  kind  of  campaign.  I  do  not  expect 
that  any  of  the  expert  witnesses  we  have  seen  have 
ever  had  to  experience  anything  like  it. 

When  I  toured  universities  and  other  speaking 
venues  in  Australia  and  New  Zealand  in  1986  and 
again  in  1987, 1  learned  that  every  organizer,  every 
television  producer  had  received  an  information 
pack  from  the  ADL;  and  that  every  university 
library  had  received  a  letter  from  the  corresponding 
Australian  body  pleading  with  them  to  take  my 
books  off  the  shelves.  This  may  remind  Your  Lord- 
ship  of  where  Professor  Evans  said  he  found  my 


book  hidden  in  the  British  Library. 

In  short,  there  was  and  is  a  hidden  network  of 
Orwellian  organizations  determined  to  ensure  that 
no  version  of  history  of  these  matters  of  which  they 
disapproved  was  given  currency,  or  indeed  allowed 
to  survive;  the  alternative  history  should  be 
destroyed,  its  publishers  ruined,  and  the  writers 
themselves  ausgerottet  [eradicated]. 

The  Second  Defendant’s  Discovery,  which 
includes  such  correspondence  with,  and  items  from, 
ADL  as  she  [Lipstadt]  has  seen  fit  to  provide, 
throws  some  interesting  lights  on  the  ADL’s  meth¬ 
ods.  When  a  local  newspaper,  The  Daily  Pilot ,  pub¬ 
lished  in  [Costa  Mesa/Newport  Beach]  Orange 
County,  south  of  Los  Angeles,  reported  a  function  of 
the  Institute  for  Historical  Review  (the  IHR),  the 
ADL  was  horrified,  as  the  ADL  regional  office 
reported,  to  find  that  the  reporter,  “seems  to  find  an 
air  of  legitimacy  surrounding  the  group.”  The 
reporter,  Bob  Van  Eyken,  who  evidently  had  not  got¬ 
ten  the  message,  even  described  the  IHR  members 
[at  the  9th  IHR  Conference,  February  1989]  as 
“neatly  dressed  ...  evok[ing]  a  sense  of  reasoned  dig¬ 
nity.”  This  clearly  clashed  with  the  skinhead,  jack- 
booted,  extremist  stereotype  that  the  ADL,  like  the 
expert  witnesses  in  this  case,  wished  to  project  for 
the  IHR  and  other  “right-wing”  groups.  This  mate¬ 
rial,  though  clearly  discoverable  in  this  action,  was 
withheld  from  Discovery  by  the  Second  Defendant 
until  a  summons  was  issued  to  produce  all  her  cor¬ 
respondence  with  the  ADL. 

We  know  that  the  Second  Defendant  [Lipstadt] 
has  had  extensive  dealings  with  the  ADL.  Even 
from  her  own  limited  Discovery,  about  the  deficien¬ 
cies  in  which  I  shall  have  to  say  more  later,  we  know 
that  she  was  provided  with  smear  dossiers  by  them. 
She  thanks  them  in  her  introduction  [to  Denying  the 
Holocaust ] .  She  made  no  attempt  to  verify  the  con¬ 
tents  of  this  material  with  me  (or  so  far  as  this 
Court  knows,  with  others),  but  recklessly  published 
it  raw  and  unchecked.  A  25-cent  phone  call  to  me 
would  have  saved  her  endless  trouble.  Instead  she 
preferred  to  rely  on  smear  sheets  like  the  “confiden¬ 
tial”  and  defamatory  four-page  item  dated  October 
23,  1986,  headed:  “Profile  on  David  Irving,”  evi¬ 
dently  supplied  to  her  by  a  Canadian  body.  Charac¬ 
teristically,  the  “profile”  was  disclosed  to  me  by  her 
solicitors  without  any  covering  letter  from  its 
author  or  custodian  and  shorn  of  any  identifying 
material;  I  wrote  more  than  once  in  vain  asking  for 
missing  pages  to  be  provided. 

It  is  quite  evident  that  the  ADL  set  itself  the  task 
of  destroying  my  career,  in  concert  with  other  simi¬ 
lar  organizations  around  the  world,  many  of  whom, 
if  not  all,  collaborated  with  the  Second  Defendant  in 
writing  her  book.  The  pinnacle  of  their  achievement 
came  in  1996,  when  the  Second  Defendant,  as  she 
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David  Irving  with  Spanish  publisher  Pedro  Varela  at  a  protest  demonstration  on  October  3, 1989,  in  front 
of  Berlin’s  SFB  radio  station.  In  November  1998  Varela  was  sentenced  to  five  years  imprisonment  for  dis¬ 
tributing  revisionist  publications.  A  terrorist  mob  attacked  his  Barcelona  bookstore  on  January  16, 1999. 
destroying  property  and  burning  books.  (See  “Spanish  Court  Sentences  "Thought  Criminal’,”  Nov.-Dee. 
1998  Journal,  pp.  21-23,  and,  “Free  Speech  Victory  in  ‘Holocaust  Denial’  Case,”  March-April  1999  Journal, 
pp.  29-31.) 


herself  boasted  to  The  Washington  Post,  was  among 
those  who  put  pressure  on  St.  Martin’s  Press,  who 
had  been  one  of  my  US  publishers  for  some  15  years, 
to  violate  their  publishing  agreement  with  me  and 
[in  April  1996]  abandon  publication  of  Goehbels: 
Mastermind  of  the  Third  Reich. 

For  a  few  days,  these  enemies  of  free  speech 
stepped  up  the  pressure.  They  publicized  the  pri¬ 
vate  home  addresses  of  St.  Martin’s  Press  (SMP) 
executives  on  the  Internet.  They  staged  street  dem¬ 
onstrations  in  Manhattan.  They  organized  a  walk¬ 
out  by  SMP  staff.  When  SMP  refused  to  be  intimi¬ 
dated,  Lipstadt  wheeled  out  the  rhetoric:  To  Frank 
Rich,  a  columnist  of  The  New  York  Times,  she 
accused  me  of  being  a  repeat  killer:  “What  David 
Irving  is  doing  ...  is  not  the  destruction  of  live  peo¬ 
ple,  but  the  destruction  of  people  who  already  died. 


It’s  killing  them  a  second  time.  It’s  killing  history” 
[New  York  Times,  April  3,  1996.]  This  was  not  far 
distant  from  the  outrageous  claim  on  page  213  of 
her  book,  to  which  no  justification  has  been  pleaded, 
that  I  justified  the  incarceration  of  Jews  in  Nazi  con¬ 
centration  camps.  Quoted  by  The  Washington  Post 
on  April  3, 1996,  Deborah  Lipstadt  stated: 

They  say  they  don’t  publish  reputations,  they 
publish  books.  But  would  they  publish  a  book 
by  Jeffrey  Dahmer  on  man-boy  relations?  Of 
course  the  reputation  of  the  author  counts.  And 
no  legitimate  historian  takes  David  Irving’s 
work  seriously. 

We  have  heard  quoted  in  this  Court  two  tasteless 
remarks  I  am  recorded  as  having  made,  about 
Chappaquiddick  and  about  the  Association  of  Spuri- 
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ous  Survivors,  and  I  do  not  deny  that  those  words 
were  tasteless.  But  bad  taste  is  not  what  is  in  the 
pleadings,  while  express  malice  is:  and  the  odious¬ 
ness  of  Professor  Lipstadt’s  comparison,  in  a  mass 
circulation  newspaper  of  record,  of  a  British  author 
with  Jeffrey  Dahmer,  a  madman  who  had  recently 
murdered  and  cannibalized  a  dozen  homosexuals  in 
the  mid-West  of  the  USA,  is  surely  compounded  by 
the  fact  that  Lipstadt  had  at  that  time  not  read  a 
single  book  I  had  written,  let  alone  the  manuscript 
on  Dr.  Goebbels  that  she  had  joined  in  trying  to  sup¬ 
press.  It  is  clear  that  neither  she  nor  the  ADL  was 
concerned  with  the  merits,  or  otherwise,  of  the 
Goebbels  biography.  They  wanted  it  put  down,  sup¬ 
pressed,  ausgerottet :  and  me  with  it. 

Having,  like  St.  Martin’s  Press,  thoroughly  read 
it,  the  major  US  publisher  Doubleday  had  selected 
this  book  as  their  May  1996  choice  for  History  Book 
of  the  Month.  But  that  deal  depended  on  the  SMP 
contract,  and  thus  it  too  collapsed.  The  financial 
losses  inflicted  on  me  by  this  one  episode  in  April 
1996  were  of  the  order  of  nearly  half  a  million  dol¬ 
lars  ($312,500),  which  might  seem  proper  reward 
for  the  eight  years’  hard  work  that  I  had  invested  in 
writing  this  book,  and  hauling  it  through  its  five 
draft  versions. 

From  the  publication  of  Hitler’s  War  onwards, 
the  attitude  of  the  print  media  to  me  changed.  A 
strategically  placed  review  written  in  one  after¬ 
noon,  by  one  man  furnished  with  the  appropriate 
dossier  on  me,  could  go  a  long  way  to  destroy  the 
product  of  six  or  eight  years’  research.  That  was  why 
these  dossiers  had  been  created. 

To  the  right  journalists  or  writers,  such  as  the 
Second  Defendant,  these  dossiers  were  on  tap.  A  fax 
from  Professor  Lipstadt  to  the  Institute  of  Jewish 
Affairs  in  London,  or  to  the  ADL  in  New  York,  or  to 
the  Simon  Wiesenthal  Centre  in  Toronto,  released  to 
her  a  cornucopia  of  filth,  which  she  had  no  need  to 
double-check  or  verify,  because  in  the  United  States 
such  writings  are  protected  by  the  authority  of  the 
First  Amendment  to  the  US  Constitution,  in  the 
laudable  name  of  the  freedom  of  speech,  or  by  the 
authority  of  New  York  Times  vs.  Sullivan,  which 
effectively  declares  to  libelers  that  it  is  open  season 
on  any  public  figure. 

Thus  my  book  Uprising,  on  the  Hungarian  upris¬ 
ing  of  1956,  published  in  1981  by  Hodder  &  Stough¬ 
ton,  was  savaged  by  certain  reviewers:  Neal  Ascher- 
son,  Arthur  Koestler  and  others  disliked  it.  Ion 
Trewin,  then  that  firm’s  chief  (and  now  head  of 
Weidenfeld)  wrote  to  me:  “I  must  say  I’m  rather 
shocked  by  the  abuse  leveled  at  you  from  certain 
quarters  —  the  obvious  liberal  ones  of  course.”  And 
Penguin  Books,  now  Defendants  in  this  action, 
wrote  to  me,  “Criticism  may  have  been  occasionally 
necessary,  but  venom,  though  to  be  expected,  was 


not  called  for.”  (Had  that  same  firm  remembered 
that  dictum  15  years  later,  we  should  not  be  here 
today). 

This  unfair  attack  on  my  works  was  a  source  of 
great  concern  to  me.  Reviews  are  an  author’s  life 
blood,  but  the  trend  of  lying  reviews  continued. 
When  The  War  Between  the  Generals  (the  Eisen¬ 
hower  and  Montgomery  story)  was  published  in 
New  York  in  1981,  one  review  in  The  New  York 
Times  on  March  8  of  that  year  by  John  Lukacs,  to 
which  I  referred  in  Court,  sank  the  book  without 
trace,  and  in  fact  destroyed  the  highly  reputable 
American  publisher,  a  close  personal  friend  of  mine, 
too.  I  will  not  weary  the  Court  with  the  precise 
mechanism  by  which  one  such  review  can  inflict  so 
much  damage,  but  such  is  the  power  of  the  press. 

Whenever  I  now  appeared  in  the  United  States 
to  lecture,  there  were  well-orchestrated  tumults. 
Well-meaning  bodies  were  tricked  by  the  vile  propa¬ 
ganda  into  organizing  against  me.  At  the  University 
of  California  at  Berkeley  there  was  violence  on 
October  14, 1994,  encouraged  openly  by  the  “Hillel” 
[Jewish  campus  organization]  in  conjunction  with 
the  Marxist  and  Spartacist  organizations  —  they 
boasted  about  this  to  the  campus  newspapers  — 
which  the  campus  and  city  police  forces  were  quite 
unable  to  control.  One  building  was  comprehen¬ 
sively  wrecked,  with  tens  of  thousands  of  dollars  of 
damage  being  done  and  several  elderly  members  of 
my  audience  hospitalized. 

This  Court  will  surely  not  take  it  amiss  of  me 
that  I  refused  to  be  intimidated  by  these  truly 
“Nazi”  methods,  and  that  I  have  on  a  very  few  occa¬ 
sions  used  perhaps  tasteless  language  about  the 
perpetrators.  The  violence  spread  around  the  world, 
and  always  it  was  orchestrated  by  the  same  organi¬ 
zations. 

It  would  be  otiose  to  list  them  all  here.  Some  of 
them  [have  been]  ...  On  November  5, 1989,  the  Isra¬ 
elite  Community  of  Vienna,  Austria,  called  for  vio¬ 
lent  action  to  stop  me  speaking  in  that  city.  I  initi¬ 
ated  police  prosecution  of  the  leader  of  the 
Community  for  his  public  incitement  to  violence. 

In  1990  the  two  Canadian  bodies,  the  League  of 
Human  Rights  of  the  B’nai  B’rith  Canada  and  the 
Canadian  Jewish  Congress,  announced  that  they 
were  to  “monitor”  my  tour  of  that  country.  “Monitor¬ 
ing”  turns  out  to  be  euphemism  for  a  campaign  of 
letters,  pressure,  and  threats  of  violence  and  com¬ 
mercial  pressure  against  hotels,  halls,  and  lecture- 
theatres  that  had  been  hired,  and  against  which 
every  body,  student  society,  military  institute,  or 
group  that  had  invited  me  to  speak.  Attempts  to 
force  the  prestigious  Ottawa  Congress  Center  to  vio¬ 
late  its  contract  failed,  resulting  in  a  violent  demon¬ 
stration  organized  by  the  same  two  bodies.  One  such 
letter  came  into  my  hands,  from  the  League  of 
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Human  Rights  of  the  B’nai  B’rith  Canada  to  an 
Ottawa  restaurant  owner  written  in  September 
1991.  Its  content,  which  I  shall  not  quote  here  —  it 
is  in  the  evidence  before  Your  Lordship  —  shows 
clearly  the  methods  used  to  get  hall  owners  to  vio¬ 
late  their  contracts.  They  did  this  to  us,  acting  as 
Jews;  if  we  had  done  the  same  to  them,  as  Jews,  the 
uproar  would  have  been  intense. 

To  a  visiting  lecturer  and  writer  like  myself,  a 
guest  in  their  countries,  finding  myself  up  against 
powerful  and  wealthy  political  lobbies,  the  situation 
was  deeply  disturbing.  My  livelihood  and  personal 
safety  were  at  stake,  but  I  was  determined  not  to  be 
browbeaten  or  defeated.  Seen  from  the  outside,  at 
first  this  campaign,  this  huge  international 
endeavor  against  me,  appeared  to  be  coincidental; 
but  eventually  it  began  to  bite.  Perhaps  publishers 
are  made  of  less  stern  stuff  than  myself.  After 
Andrew  Lownie,  my  new  UK  literary  agent,  wrote 
warning  me  that  four  major  UK  publishers  “just  do 
not  want  to  be  associated”  with  me,  on  November 
30,  1990,  I  wrote  expressing  astonishment  and  con¬ 
cern  at  how  rapidly  this  situation  had  developed, 
and  stating:  “I  have  begun  to  suspect  a  concerted 
effort ...  to  rob  me  of  my  publishing  basis,  not  just  in 
the  UK  but  worldwide.” 

In  England  a  parallel  campaign  was  launched  by 
the  [Jewish]  Board  of  Deputies,  and  by  other  orga¬ 
nizations  which  we  know  to  have  collaborated  with 
the  Defendants  in  producing  this  libelous  book.  This 
had  kicked  into  high  gear  after  my  own  imprint 
[Focal  Point]  published  an  abridged  edition  of  the 
Leuchter  Report  in  June  1989.  Pressure  was  put  on 
the  World  Trade  Centre  in  the  City  of  London  to 
repudiate  our  contract  for  the  press  conference.  A 
picket  was  staged  outside  our  front  door  to  prevent 
journalists  from  attending  when  the  conference  was 
switched  to  my  own  home.  The  Board  arranged  an 
early  day  motion  in  the  House  of  Commons,  as  a 
privileged  way  of  publishing  a  smear  on  my  name. 
On  June  30  of  that  year  the  Jewish  Chronicle 
revealed  that  representations  had  been  made  to  my 
principal  British  and  Commonwealth  publisher, 
Macmillan,  to  drop  me  as  an  author. 

Macmillan  had  already  published  several  of  my 
books,  and  were  under  contract  to  publish  several 
more.  I  had  no  fears  that  they  would  succumb  to  this 
intimidation.  They  had  informed  me  that  Hitler’s 
War  was  running  so  successfully  that  they  intended 
to  keep  it  permanently  in  print.  I  am  entitled  to 
mention  this  background,  as  I  have  mentioned  the 
Board’s  other  clandestine  activities  against  me, 
because  it  was  said  by  Mr.  Rampton  that  I  later 
made  one  public  tasteless  remark  (in  October  1991) 
about  the  Board  of  Deputies.  If  somebody  attacks, 
using  secretive  and  furtive  means,  the  very  basis  of 
the  existence  of  my  family  then  it  may  be  at  least 


understandable  that  I  speak  ill  of  them. 

It  is  worth  mentioning  that  when  I  invited  Mr. 
Leuchter  privately  to  address  my  Clarendon  Club  at 
Chelsea  Town  Hall  in  November  1991,  the  [Jewish] 
Board  tried  strenuously  to  have  him  gagged.  They 
just  do  not  understand  the  word  “debate.”  They 
piled  pressure  onto  Kenneth  Baker,  then  the  Home 
Secretary,  to  stop  him  coming,  and  Ben  Helfgott  of 
the  Holocaust  Education  Trust,  of  whom  we  will 
shortly  hear  more,  threatened  in  July  1991  that 
“violence  would  greet  the  revisionists  if  they  were 
allowed  in.”  Secretly,  on  July  17, 1991  —  50  years  to 
the  day  after  Hitler  granted  police  powers  to  Him¬ 
mler  in  the  occupied  Soviet  Union  —  the  Board  of 
Deputies  wrote  to  the  president  of  Germany’s  Fed¬ 
eral  Office  for  the  Protection  of  the  Constitution 
(BfV),  a  body  of  which  we  have  heard  greatly  admir¬ 
ing  words  from  [defendants’  witness]  Professor 
Funke;  this  English  Board  urged  that  they  take 
steps  to  stop  me,  a  British  citizen  like  no  doubt  the 
members  of  the  Board,  from  entering  Germany. 

Germany  is  a  country  on  whose  publishers  and 
archives  I  have  been  heavily  dependent,  as  the 
Court  is  aware.  We  have  only  the  B^s  reply,  dated 
August  9,  1991,  to  Neville  Nagler  of  the  Board  of 
Deputies.  I  retrieved  a  copy  of  this  letter  from  the 
files  of  the  Prime  Minister  of  Australia;  so  the  same 
Board,  in  London,  had  evidently  also  secretly  sent 
its  dossiers  to  its  collaborators  in  Canberra,  and  no 
doubt  other  countries,  in  its  efforts  to  gag  me  world¬ 
wide.  That  is  an  indication  of  the  world-wide  net¬ 
working  that  went  on,  this  secret  common  enter¬ 
prise,  this  frantic  international  endeavor  to  destroy 
my  legitimacy  as  an  historian  and  to  deprive  me  of 
free  speech,  of  which  the  Defendants  have  made 
themselves  the  willing  executioners. 

As  is  evident  from  a  letter  from  the  Austrian 
ambassador  dated  June  22,  1992,  the  Board  also 
applied  pressure  on  that  country  to  ensure  that  I 
did  not  enter,  or  that  I  was  to  be  arrested  if  I  did. 
The  equivalent  Argentinean  body,  the  DAIA, 
launched  a  well  coordinated  smear  on  me  when  I 
arrived  in  Argentina  in  October  1991  to  lecture,  in 
Spanish  and  German,  on  historical  themes  at  uni¬ 
versities  and  to  private  associations.  When  the 
DAIA  headquarters  building  was  blown  up  with 
heavy  loss  of  life  a  few  months  later,  it  now  was 
inevitable  that  my  name  would  be  linked  with  that 
outrage  too,  and  my  Argentinean  publisher  was 
obliged  in  consequence  to  abandon  its  contracts 
with  me,  as  they  revealed  privately  in  a  letter  to  me. 
(Four  years  later  the  similar  lie  was  circulated  that 
I  was  directly  involved  in  the  Oklahoma  City  bomb¬ 
ing.) 

These  tides  of  hatred  and  suppression  lapped  at 
the  doors  of  my  London  publishers.  On  November 
27,  1991,  a  note  appeared  in  the  internal  files  of  my 
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publisher  Macmillan,  listing  the  remaining  stocks 
of  my  books  and  the  current  contract  positions.  This 
was  an  ominous  sign.  In  another  internal  Mac¬ 
millan  memorandum,  editor-in-chief  Alan  Gordon 
Walker  stated  to  his  editors,  “We  will  not  publish 
Irving  again.”  I  was  not  told  this;  in  fact  my  own  edi¬ 
tor  there  continued  to  write  oleaginous  letters  to 
me,  as  they  were  waiting  for  the  Goebbels  biography 
which  they  had  paid  for,  and  which  was  under  con¬ 
tract. 

What  had  happened  meanwhile?  Firstly,  I  had 
established  my  own  publishing  imprint  which  was 
capable  of  producing  a  better  quality  of  book  than 
Macmillan  was  currently  achieving,  while  using  the 
same  printing  firm  in  Somerset.  The  new  omnibus 
edition  of  Hitler’s  War,  published  in  November  1991, 
was  one  of  its  first  products.  This  was  just  as  well. 
On  December  6, 1991,  an  Internal  Office  Memo  from 
Macmillan’s  files  records  that  “quite  a  number  of 
people”  had  commented  unfavorably  to  Macmillan’s 
about  them  publishing  my  books,  and  one  person, 
an  unnamed  “Oxford  Professor  of  Politics,”  who  had 
evidently  learned  nothing  from  the  book  burning 
episodes  of  Nazi  Germany,  stating  “that  they  would 
be  more  inclined  to  publish  with  us  [Macmillan]  if 
we  were  not  publishing  Irving.”  (The  Oxford  profes¬ 
sor  of  politics  was  probably  Peter  Pulzer,  identified 
by  Lipstadt  in  her  book  as  such  and  quoted  by  The 
Independent  at  the  time). 

This  campaign  had  been  coordinated  by  the 
Board  of  Deputies.  In  some  of  its  members,  it  seems 
that  the  illiberal  spirit  of  Dr.  Goebbels  lived  on 
behind  the  Board’s  facade.  Meeting  behind  locked 
doors  at  their  headquarters  on  December  12,  1991, 
a  body  identified  as  the  “Education  and  Academic 
Committee”  of  the  Holocaust  Educational  Trust, 
registered  as  a  charitable  body,  had  a  conference  on 
several  matters,  of  which  one  point  specifically  indi¬ 
cated  that  those  present,  including  Mr.  Helfgott, 
were  searching  for  ways  to  silence  my  publications. 
After  this  meeting,  minutes  were  written,  including 
this  point  6: 

David  Irving:  Concern  was  voiced  over  the  pub¬ 
lication  of  the  2nd  edition  of  Hitler’s  War.  There 
was  debate  over  how  to  approach  Macmillan 
publishers  over  Goebbels  diary.  It  was  agreed 
to  await  new[s]  from  Jeremy  Coleman  before 
deciding  what  action  to  take. 

We  know  more  of  this  meeting  from  the  state¬ 
ment  to  this  Court  by  my  witness  Dr.  John  Fox,  who 
was  present  at  this  cabal  in  his  capacity  as  editor  of 
The  British  Journal  of  Holocaust  Education.  He  tes¬ 
tifies: 

As  an  independently-minded  historian,  I  was 
affronted  by  the  suggestion  concerning  Mr. 


David  Irving  ...  At  a  certain  point  in  the  meet¬ 
ing,  attention  turned  to  the  subject  of  Mr.  Irv¬ 
ing  and  reports  that  the  publishing  company  of 
Macmillan  would  be  publishing  his  biography 
of  Joseph  Goebbels.  Mr.  Ben  Helfgott,  the 
Chairman  of  the  main  United  Kingdom  Yad 
Vashem  Committee,  spoke  about  how  that  pub¬ 
lication  by  that  publishing  firm  might  be 
stopped.  Mr.  Helfgott  then  turned  to  me,  the 
only  non-Jew  present  at  the  meeting,  and  sug¬ 
gested  that  “John  could  approach  Macmillan  to 
get  them  to  stop  publication.” 

I  refused  point-blank  to  accede  to  that  sugges¬ 
tion,  arguing  that  in  a  democracy  such  as  ours 
one  simply  could  not  do  such  a  thing.  That 
amounted  to  censorship,  especially  since 
nobody  present  had  the  least  idea  what  Mr.  Irv¬ 
ing’s  biography  of  Goebbels  would  contain.  For 
me,  such  attempted  censorship  was  totally 
unacceptable.  I  said  that  if  people  did  not  like 
what  Mr.  Irving  wrote,  the  time  to  respond  to 
him  was  when  anything  was  actually  pub¬ 
lished.  I  —  and  to  their  credit,  at  least  two 
other  (Jewish)  committee  members  —  rejected 
Mr.  Helfgott’s  proposal  out  of  hand. 

Nevertheless,  as  the  Committee  minutes  make  it 
clear,  it  was  planned  by  some  to  consider  further 
action  about  how  best  to  scupper  Mr.  Irving’s  pub¬ 
lishing  plans  with  Macmillan. 

The  clandestine  pressure  on  Macmillan’s  began 
at  once.  My  editor  at  Macmillan’s,  Roland  Philipps, 
who  had  married  the  new  Managing  Director  Felic¬ 
ity  Rubinstein,  noted  in  an  internal  memo  of  Janu¬ 
ary  2,  1992,  that  they  should  reassure  prospective 
authors  that  they  had  turned  down  many  other 
book  proposals  from  me,  and  had  no  plans  to  con¬ 
tinue  publishing  me  after  Goebbels.  It  was  not  the 
bravest  of  postures  to  adopt,  this  Court  might  think. 
“If  this  helps  you  to  reassure  any  prospective 
authors  we  are  happy  for  you  to  say  it  (although  not 
too  publicly  if  possible).”  The  desire  of  Macmillan’s 
for  this  stab  in  the  back  to  be  kept  secret  from  their 
own  highly  successful  author  is  understandable. 
Their  ultimate  stab  in  the  back  was,  however,  still  to 
come,  in  the  summer  of  1992. 

In  May  1992  we  find  Deborah  Lipstadt  providing 
a  list  of  her  personal  targets,  including  now  myself, 
to  the  US  Holocaust  Memorial  Museum  in  Washing¬ 
ton;  she  advised  the  USHMM  to  contact  Gail  Gans 
at  the  Research  Department  of  the  ADL  in  New 
York  City  for  additional  names,  and  “tell  her  I  told 
you  to  call  her.”  This  establishes  that  the  Defen¬ 
dants  considered  that  the  Museum,  a  US  taxpayer- 
funded  body,  was  actively  participating  in  their  net¬ 
work,  and  the  Museum  duly  provided  press  clip¬ 
pings  from  London  newspapers  relating  to  me, 
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which  have  now  turned  up  in  the  Defendants’  files. 

The  attempts  to  suffocate  my  publishing  career 
continued.  A  second  arm  of  this  attack  also  needs  to 
be  mentioned.  Since  my  own  imprint  would  not  be 
intimidated  as  easily  as  Macmillan’s,  or  indeed  at 
all,  the  hostile  groups  applied  pressure  to  major 
bookselling  chains  to  burn  or  destroy  my  books,  and 
in  particular  the  new  edition  of  Hitler’s  War.  Some  of 
the  press  clippings  reporting  this  nasty  campaign  . . . 
include  reports  of  a  sustained  campaign  of  window 
smashing  of  the  branches  of  Waterstone’s  bookstore 
in  the  biggest  Midlands  cities,  after  complaints  by 
“local  Jewish  and  anti-racist  groups.” 

Waterstones  informed  one  Newcastle  newspaper 
that  they  were  taking  the  book  off  public  shelves 
“following  a  number  of  vandal  attacks  on  book 
stores  across  the  country.”  The  Nottingham  Water- 
stones  took  the  book  off  display  after  a  brick  was 
thrown  through  its  window.  The  campaign  was 
clearly  centrally  coordinated  from  London.  None  of 
this  was  reported  in  the  national  press,  but  one 
would  have  thought  that  these  groups  would  have 
recognized  the  bad  karma  in  any  campaign  of 
smashing  windows  or  burning  books.  I  wrote  pri¬ 
vately  to  Tim  Waterstone  guaranteeing  to  indem¬ 
nify  his  chain  for  their  costs  of  any  uninsured 
claims.  He  refused  to  be  intimidated  by  the  cam¬ 
paign,  which  is  one  reason  why  I  removed  the 
names  of  four  Waterstones  branch  employees  from 
the  list  of  Defendants  in  this  action  at  an  early 
stage.  Others  took  a  different  line.  According  to  the 
Evening  Standard,  Mr.  Ivan  Lawrence,  a  QC 
[Queen’s  Counsel],  MP  [Member  of  Parliament], 
and  a  member  of  the  Board  of  Deputies,  justified  the 
vandals  who  committed  the  window  smashing  and 
book  burning  outrages  (while  formally  “condemn¬ 
ing”  them). 

The  Board  was  at  this  time  actively  organizing 
violent  demonstrations  outside  my  residence.  Its 
address  appeared  on  at  least  one  leaflets  posted 
over  the  West  End  calling  for  demonstrations  out¬ 
side  my  private  address.  The  Campaign  against 
Fascism  in  Europe  (CAFE,  a  body  identified  by  a 
Sunday  Express  investigation  as  a  Mossad  front), 
set  up  a  “broad  based  temporary  united  front”  in  a 
“Committee  to  Stop  Irving.”  Its  primary  purpose 
was  to  stage  what  it  called  “a  mass  militant  demon¬ 
stration”  to  prevent  me  from  lecturing  to  a  private 
seminar  in  Central  London  on  July  4,  1992,  (the 
topic  was  Freedom  of  Speech);  it  called  for  “a  work¬ 
ing  class  alliance  of  ...  black,  Jewish,  lesbian  and 
gay”  communities.  The  leaflets  which  this  faceless 
body  handed  out  in  the  West  End  stated  that  I 
“whitewash  Nazi  crimes  and  incite  racist  murder.”  I 
gave  copies  of  these  leaflets  to  the  police.  The  result¬ 
ing  demonstration  was  violent  and  pointless, 
because  I  was  still  in  Moscow.  A  photograph  in  The 


Observer  shows  one  of  the  CAFE  posters  reading 
“Gas  Irving  Now!”  The  newspaper  reported  that 
seven  people  were  arrested  in  the  violence,  and  that 
my  home  was  under  round-the-clock  police  guard.  It 
quoted  me  as  saying  that  I  had  received  four  or  five 
death  threats  in  the  last  24  hours.  “For  30  years  I 
have  been  subjected  to  a  reign  of  terror.” 

The  same  newspaper  reported  that  the  Anti- 
Nazi  League  and  its  parent  body,  the  Board  of  Dep¬ 
uties,  were  applying  pressure  to  The  Sunday  Times 
to  violate  its  contract  with  me.  One  reason  why  I 
mention  all  of  this  may  well  be  apparent  to  Your 
Lordship:  when  I  made  remarks  about  certain  of  my 
critics,  occasionally  using  vivid  language,  I  had  rea¬ 
son. 

As  an  indication  of  the  pressure  my  family  was 
under:  the  West  End  Central  Police  station  tele¬ 
phoned  to  ask  permission  to  film  the  interior  of  my 
residence,  in  case  we  had  to  be  rescued.  An  officer 
informed  me  that  they  had  received  information  of 
a  planned  attack.  For  twelve  months  after  our 
young  child  was  born,  we  lived  with  a  wicker  Moses 
basket  in  the  furthest  comer  of  our  apartment,  near 
a  window,  attached  to  a  length  of  wire  rope  in  case 
the  building  was  set  on  fire  and  we  had  to  lower  her 
to  safety.  I  arranged  with  the  Grosvenor  Estate  to 
increase  the  fire  safety  precautions  in  the  building. 
I  have  lived  since  then  with  a  four  foot  steel  spike 
stowed  in  a  strategic  point  inside  my  apartment.  No 
historian  should  have  to  live  with  his  family  in  a  civ¬ 
ilized  city  under  such  conditions.  An  orchestrated 
barrage  of  abuse  and  death  threats  began  on  my 
unlisted  phone  number.  One  of  them  I  recorded.  It  is 
one  of  the  transcripts  which  the  Defendants  have 
not  shown  to  Your  Lordship. 

At  the  same  time  as  they  organized  this  cam¬ 
paign  of  intimidation,  and  the  attacks  on  my  Lon¬ 
don  and  foreign  publishers,  the  Board  and  its  collab¬ 
orating  foreign  bodies  did  what  they  could  to 
hamper  my  freedom  of  movement.  On  April  1,  1992, 
South  Africa  informed  me  that  I  would  no  longer  be 
allowed  to  enter  the  country.  On  June  5,  1992,  the 
South  African  Jewish  Board  of  Deputies  wrote  a  let¬ 
ter  to  Michael  Whine,  executive  director  of  the  cor¬ 
responding  London  Board,  gloating  over  this  suc¬ 
cess.  An  Israeli  survey  on  subsequent  events 
summarized:  “In  1993  the  controversial  right-wing 
historian  David  Irving  was  granted  a  three  month 
visa  to  visit  South  Africa  on  condition  that  he 
refrain  from  addressing  any  public  gathering.  The 
South  African  Jewish  Board  of  Deputies  objected  to 
the  visit.  In  December  it  was  reported  in  the  press 
that  Irving  had  been  refused  the  special  permission 
he  needed  to  visit  South  Africa  during  1994."  (It  has 
taken  Nelson  Mandela  and  the  ANC  to  lift  this  ban 
imposed  by  the  outgoing  regime.) 

On  June  9,  1992,  I  was  denied  entry  to  Italy  to 
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address  university  students  in  Rome.  That  bars  me 
from  access  to  the  Archivi  Segreti  del  Stato,  the  Ital¬ 
ian  state  archives  in  which  I  worked  on  Mussolini’s 
papers. 

In  Canada,  Sol  Littman,  director  of  the  Simon 
Wiesenthal  Centre  in  Toronto,  joined  this  formida¬ 
ble  international  endeavor  to  destroy  my  career. 
Once  again  we  do  not  have  to  rely  on  something  as 
vague  as  a  scholarly  “consensus,”  or  on  the  opinion 
of  “the  social  sciences,”  to  learn  what  happened. 
Quoting  Littman  in  their  global  report  Response  at 
the  end  of  1992,  the  parent  Wiesenthal  Center  in 
Los  Angeles  boasted: 

Alerted  through  its  international  contacts  that 
Irving  was  about  to  begin  his  1992  [Canadian] 
tour,  the  Wiesenthal  Center  was  determined  to 
drop  Irving  in  his  tracks  to  prevent  him  from 
entering  Canada.  A  legal  research  team  pro¬ 
vided  the  Canadian  Department  of  Immigra¬ 
tion  with  a  brief  pointing  to  Irving’s  conviction 
in  Germany 

—  which  [conviction]  was  for  describing  the  Kre- 
matorium  I  [“gas  chamber”]  currently  on  display  to 
tourists  at  Auschwitz,  truthfully,  as  a  fake. 

The  League  of  Human  Rights  of  B’nai  B’rith 
Canada  made  a  similar  boast  in  its  confidential 
annual  report  to  the  1993  B’nai  B’rith  Canada  con¬ 
vention.  Dr.  Karen  Mock  bragged  in  this  document 
—  and  I  rely  on  this  too  as  proof  of  the  international 
nature  of  this  endeavor,  to  which  the  Defendants  on 
this  action  have  added  their  weight: 

British  Holocaust  denier  David  Irving 
attempted  to  conduct  one  of  his  cross-Canada 
tours  in  1992,  but  thanks  in  part  to  League 
[that  is,  League  of  Human  Rights  of  B’nai 
B’rith  Canada]  interventions,  and  excellent  co¬ 
operation  between  a  number  of  police  agencies 
and  government  departments,  Irving  was 
arrested  and  deported.  He  is  no  longer  permit¬ 
ted  to  enter  Canada  without  ministerial  con¬ 
sent.  In  both  these  cases,  the  League  worked  to 
warn  the  Immigration  department  of  these 
individuals’  impending  visit  and  provided 
information  to  government  officials.  Australian 
and  South  African  Jewish  communities  have 
used  materials  provided  by  the  League  to  lobby 
their  governments  for  similar  treatment  of  Irv¬ 
ing. 

Where  did  the  Canadian  “materials”  come  from? 
Michael  Whine,  executive  director  of  the  Board  of 
Deputies,  unashamedly  revealed  the  answer  in  an 
affidavit  sworn  in  November  1996.  He  swore  this 
affidavit  in  connection  with  the  libel  action  that  I 
later  sought  to  bring  against  the  Board.  He  con¬ 
firmed  that  in  response  to  an  appeal  by  the 


Wiesenthal  Centre  in  Toronto  for  dirt  that  they 
could  plant  on  government  files  in  Canada  —  a 
country  I  have  visited  countless  times  since  the 
1960s  —  the  Board  of  Deputies  furnished  to  their 
Canadian  counterparts  two  “confidential”  intelli¬ 
gence  reports  that  they  had  concocted  on  me;  the 
second  such  report  was  covered  by  a  letter  dated 
June  17,  1992.  The  letter  also  relayed  to  Toronto 
reports  from  similar  Jewish  organizations  in  Cape 
Town  and  Germany,  boasting  of  their  success  in  get¬ 
ting  me  banned  from  South  Africa  and  fined  in  Ger¬ 
many. 

The  intelligence  reports  which  Whine  has  admit¬ 
ted  he  furnished  to  his  Canadian  friends  contained 
vicious  and  damaging  libels:  I  was  said  to  have  mar¬ 
ried  the  daughter  of  one  of  General  Franco’s  top 
generals  to  ingratiate  myself  with  the  Spanish 
Falangist  movement.  This  gives  a  clue  to  the  fan¬ 
tasy  world  that  the  Whines  of  this  world  live  in. 
“Uncorroborated  evidence,”  the  document  contin¬ 
ued,  “implies  that  Irving  has  been  the  recipient  of 
substantial  funding  from  unknown  sources.  It  has 
repeatedly  rumored  that  these  sources  are  Nazis.”  I 
had  been,  the  report  stated  confidently,  “active  in 
the  British  Union  of  Fascists.”  That  was  another  lie. 
There  were  hints  that  I  had  maintained  improper 
relations  with  the  East  German  authorities,  and  the 
totally  untrue  statement  that  during  the  1970s  “Irv¬ 
ing  appeared  annually  on  the  public  list  of ‘Enemies 
of  the  State’”  compiled  by  the  German  Office  for  the 
Protection  of  the  Constitution.  And  so  on. 

When  I  found  out  —  too  late  —  that  this  fake  evi¬ 
dence  had  been  planted  on  Canadian  files,  I  was 
angered  and  astounded  that  a  British  organization 
could  be  secretly  doing  this  to  British  citizens.  It 
turned  out  from  these  files  that  academics  with 
whom  I  had  freely  corresponded  and  exchanged 
information,  including  Gerald  Fleming,  had  been 
acting  as  agents  and  informants  for  this  body.  I  sub¬ 
mit  that  these  are  the  bodies  that  collaborated 
directly  or  indirectly  with  the  Defendants  in  the 
preparation  of  the  book,  and  that  the  Defendants, 
knowing  of  the  obvious  fantasy  in  some  of  what  they 
said,  should  have  shown  greater  caution  in  accept¬ 
ing  their  materials  as  true. 

There  was  an  immediate  consequence  of  this 
fake  data  planted  on  Canadian  files.  One  data 
report  recorded  the  “fact”  that  I  had  written  many 
books  denying  the  Holocaust.  That  was  of  course 
untrue.  In  August  1992  a  docket  was  placed  on 
Canadian  Immigration  files  about  me,  saying 
among  other  things,  “Subject  is  Holocaust  denier, 
may  be  inadmissible”  under  section  A19(l)(d)(l)  of 
the  Act.  The  Canadian  government  had  been  pro¬ 
vided  by  the  Wiesenthal  Centre  with  a  list  of  my 
proposed  travel  dates  across  Canada  in  October  and 
November  1992.  After  more  lying  data  was  placed 
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on  Ottawa  files  about  me,  which  I  have  since 
retrieved  by  the  Access  to  Information  Act,  a  letter 
was  sent  to  me  by  courier  stating  that  I  might  not  be 
allowed  to  enter  Canada.  I  did  so,  legally,  on  October 
26;  I  was  arrested  on  October  28  at  Vancouver,  and 
deported  permanently  from  Canada  on  November 
13,  1992,  causing  me  great  damage  and  financial 
loss.  [See  “Irving’s  Most  Un-Excellent  Adventure,” 
Jan. -Feb.  1993  Journal.]  Access  to  the  Public 
Archives  of  Canada  was  as  essential  for  my  future 
research  as  access  to  the  Public  Record  Office  in 
Kew  [England]  or  those  archives  in  Italy.  That  is  one 
proof  of  the  direct  and  immediate  cost  of  the  perni¬ 
cious  label,  “Holocaust  denier.” 

There  was  at  this  time  also  a  determined 
attempt  to  secure  my  exclusion  from  the  United 
States.  If  successful,  this  would  finally  have  sabo¬ 
taged  my  career.  A  document,  purporting  to  be  an 


. . .  This  is  what  these  enemies  of  free  speech 
have  tried  for  30  years  to  do  —  by  hook  or 
by  crook,  to  ruin  me,  and  to  destroy  my  hard 
won  legitimacy  as  one  of  the  world’s  most 
original  and  incorruptible  writers  on  the 
Third  Reich  and  its  history. 


official  US  government  intelligence  (of  the  Office  of 
Special  Investigations),  was  circulated  about  me. 
On  my  protest  to  the  US  security  authorities,  they 
were  good  enough  to  confirm  to  me,  after  making 
inquiries,  that  it  was  a  fake.  In  the  same  month, 
when  I  arrived  at  Washington’s  Dulles  airport  I  was 
held  in  immigration  custody  for  several  hours.  A 
senior  official  then  apologized  to  me  that  their 
inquiries  had  determined  that  somebody  had 
planted  a  forged  dossier  about  me  on  their  Immigra¬ 
tion  Service  computer  in  an  attempt  to  keep  me  out. 
“A  yard  and  a  half  of  garbage,”  was  how  he  described 
it.  The  US  government  again  apologized  to  me,  and 
assured  me  in  writing  that  the  computer  file  had 
now  been  cleansed.  A  few  months  later  Washington- 
area  Jewish  organizations  started  putting  pressure 
on  the  big  bookstore  chains  to  stop  selling  my  books, 
but  here  they  met  with  blank  refusals  to  comply. 
[“Area  book  chains  sell  work  of  Hitler  apologist,” 
Washington  Jewish  Week,  May  26,  1994,  pp.  6,  19.] 
The  Simon  Wiesenthal  Centre  in  Toronto,  which 
had  orchestrated  the  Canadian  attack  on  my  free¬ 
doms,  prepared  similar  intelligence  reports  of  its 
own  on  me,  and  one  of  these  eventually  came  to  light 
—  though  not  without  difficulty  —  in  Professor  Lip- 


stadt’s  Discovery  in  this  action,  with  a  covering  let¬ 
ter  from  its  chief  executive,  Sol  Littman,  addressed 
to  Professor  Lipstadt,  the  Second  Defendant.  It  goes 
in  my  submission  to  other  issues  in  this  action, 
namely  damages  and  costs,  that  it  required  me  to 
issue  a  summons  and  make  an  application  for  a 
court  order  to  enforce  the  proper  disclosure  of  these 
items;  and  that  copies  of  the  documents  to  which  I 
was  entitled  under  Order  24  were  withheld  from  me 
until  the  eve  of  the  hearing  of  my  application;  and 
that  Mishcon  de  Reya  [defendants’  London  law 
firm]  only  then  furnished  me  with  photocopies  of  the 
document,  and  with  a  covering  letter  which  had 
seemingly  been  backdated  —  the  postmark  was 
dated  after  the  receipt  of  my  summons. 

In  a  letter  to  Professor  Lipstadt,  Sol  Littman 
asked  her  to  recognize  that  one  intelligence  report 
was  “not  for  publication  or  direct  quotation.”  “It  con¬ 
tains,”  he  explained,  “many  phrases  and  comments 
that  neither  you  or  I  would  use  in  a  situation  which 
clearly  involves  considerable  delicacy.”  The  paper 
itself,  which  was  originally  disclosed  to  me  shorn  of 
any  indication  of  institution,  or  author,  or  date,  was 
entitled  “History  Rewritten:  The  World  of  David  Irv¬ 
ing.”  It  listed  a  number  of  quotations  from  my 
works,  but  confirmed  what  it  called  my  “enticing 
writing  style  and  thorough  archival  research,”  and 
complained  that  I  continued  revisionist  themes 
“interspersed  with  genuine  historical  insight.” 

Claiming  that  it  was  my  underlying  purpose  to 
rehabilitate  Adolf  Hitler  and  the  Third  Reich,  the 
anonymous  Canadian  author  stated  these  words, 
words  coming  from  my  enemies  which  characterize 
the  whole  of  the  global  endeavor  to  silence  me: 
“Given  this  accurate  version  of  reality,  it  is  all  the 
more  clear  why  his  activities  must  be  curtailed,  and 
why  his  alleged  legitimacy  must  be  eradicated.” 

I  make  no  apology  for  quoting  that  sentence  in 
full  again,  notwithstanding  Mr.  Littman’s  desire 
that  it  should  not  be  quoted.  The  word  eradicated 
may  even  jar  us  all  somewhat,  after  two  months  of 
debate  about  meanings  of  ausrotten  [“eradicate,” 
“root  out,”  “wipe  out,”  “exterminate”] ,  but  the  fact 
remains  that  this  is  what  these  enemies  of  free 
speech  have  tried  for  30  years  to  do  —  by  hook  or  by 
crook,  to  ruin  me,  and  to  destroy  my  hard  won  legit¬ 
imacy  as  one  of  the  world’s  most  original  and  incor¬ 
ruptible  writers  on  the  Third  Reich  and  its  history. 

Writing  in  Response  [Winter  1992],  the 
Wiesenthal  Center  world  report,  Sol  Littman 
reported  from  Canada  that  “while  David  Irving 
squirmed,  bullied,  and  lied,  in  the  end  he  was 
booted  out  of  Canada,  never  to  return  without  the 
express  permission  of  the  Immigration  Minister.” 
The  Jewish  Chronicle  reported  on  November  13, 
1992,  that  Bernie  Farber,  national  director  of  the 
Canadian  Jewish  Congress,  had  stated  that  I  was 
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“finished”  in  North  America,  which  seems  therefore 
to  have  been  their  common  intent.  Mr.  Farber  was  to 
have  been  one  of  the  witnesses  of  fact  chosen  by  the 
Defendants;  he  has  recently  been  disallowed  by 
Canadian  courts  from  appearing  as  a  witness  in  a 
similar  case,  because  he  is  held  to  be  prejudiced.  His 
evidence  is  no  longer  before  this  Court. 

I  now  come  to  Macmillan’s  final  stab  in  the  back. 
That  is,  the  hand  on  the  blade  was  Macmillan’s,  but 
the  blade  had  been  forged  and  fashioned  by  all  the 
Defendants  in  this  courtroom,  and  by  their  hidden 
collaborators  overseas.  On  July  4,  1992,  as  this 
Court  knows,  I  had  returned  from  Moscow  with  the 
missing  entries  of  the  Goebbels  diaries  exclusively 
in  my  possession,  having  gone  there  on  behalf  of  The 
Sunday  Times.  This  hard-earned  triumph  caught 
my  opponents  unawares.  Newspapers  revealed  that 
the  ADL  and  its  Canadian  collaborator,  the  League 
of  Human  Rights  of  B’nai  B’rith  Canada,  sent 
immediate  secret  letters  to  Andrew  Neil  at  The  Sun¬ 
day  Times  demanding  that  he  repudiate  their  con¬ 
tract  with  me.  On  Sunday,  July  5,  the  London  Sun¬ 
day  newspapers  were  full  of  the  scoop,  and  also  with 
hostile  comment.  On  Monday,  July  6,  The  Indepen¬ 
dent  newspaper  reported  under  the  headline  “Jews 
Attack  Publisher  of  Irving  Book,”  that  a  UK  body 
which  it  identified  as  “the  Yad  Vashem  Trust”  was 
piling  pressure  on  Macmillan’s  to  abandon  its  con¬ 
tract  with  me  to  publish  my  forthcoming  biography 
of  Goebbels,  failing  which  they  would  urge  booksell¬ 
ers  not  to  stock  or  promote  it. 

Macmillan’s  finally  took  fright  that  same  day,  as 
I  only  now  know.  After  their  directors  inquired,  in 
an  internal  memo,  how  many  of  my  books  were  still 
in  their  stocks,  and  having  been  given  totals  of  sev¬ 
eral  thousand  copies  of  all  three  volumes  of  my  Hit¬ 
ler  biography,  representing  a  value  of  several  hun¬ 
dred  thousands  pounds,  my  own  editor  Roland 
Philipps  on  July  6  issued  the  secret  order  reading: 
“Please  arrange  for  the  remaining  stock  of  [Irving’s 
Hitler’  War]  to  be  destroyed.  Many  thanks.”  They 
prepared  a  “draft  announcement,”  but  it  was  not 
released.  Although  still  a  Macmillan  author,  I  was 
not  told.  The  royalties  due  to  me  on  the  sale  of  those 
books  were  lost,  destroyed  with  them.  The  Defen¬ 
dants’  campaign  to  destroy  my  legitimacy  as  a  his¬ 
torian,  of  which  the  book  published  by  the  Defen¬ 
dants  became  an  integral  part,  had  thus  reached  its 
first  climax. 

Macmillan  was  still  under  contract  to  publish 
my  Goebbels  biography.  In  September  that  year, 
1992,  still  not  suspecting  that  they  had  done  the 
dirty  on  me  and  destroyed  my  books,  I  wrote  to  them 
asking  them  to  revert  all  rights  in  that  new  biogra¬ 
phy  to  me.  Allan  Brooke  of  Hodder  Headline,  the 
second  biggest  UK  publishing  group,  made  a  very 


satisfactory  offer  two  years  later  for  the  rights;  he 
had  published  my  books  before  while  at  Michael 
Joseph.  Within  a  few  days  however  the  offer  had 
been  formally  withdrawn  —  something  which  had 
never  happened  to  me  in  a  lifetime  of  publishing. 
Brooke  told  me  that  he  had  come  under  pressure  to 
revoke  his  offer.  The  Defendants’  book  had  now  been 
published  and  was  now,  as  yet  unknown  to  me,  in 
the  bookstores. 

The  campaign  to  silence  me  was  on  a  broad  front, 
indeed  a  global  scale,  but  it  also  took  unusual  and 
petty  forms.  For  25  years  I  had  spoken  as  a  guest  at 
my  old  school,  twice  a  year,  to  history  classes  and 
sixth  formers.  On  September  19,  1992,  the  school 
informed  me  in  a  letter  that,  under  “pressure  which 
built  up  yesterday  from  Jewish  parents,  the  Anti- 
Nazi  League  and  ...  the  press,”  they  had  to  with¬ 
draw  their  latest  invitation,  which  they  recognized 
as  “a  sad  day  for  the  school  and  for  freedom  of 
speech.”  When  my  club  held  a  private  lecture-meet¬ 
ing  that  same  month,  leaflets  and  stickers  appeared 
all  over  the  west  end  with  slogans  like  “Stop  the  fas¬ 
cist  agitators,”  “No  more  Rostocks”  (a  reference  to 
an  incident  in  which  an  asylum  seekers’  hostel  was 
burned  down),  and,  more  threateningly,  “meet  at 
Irving’s  home,”  and  providing  my  private  address. 
The  global  nature  of  all  this  is  evident  from  an 
Israeli  survey  issued  in  Tel  Aviv  “in  co-operation 
with  the  [New  York  based]  ADL.”  This  stated, 
among  successes  in  preventing  various  meetings 
and  lectures  from  occurring,  that  “in  London  the 
Jewish  community  and  other  groups  worked 
together  ...  and  made  it  difficult  for  David  Irving 
and  his  followers  to  maintain  the  fiction  of  the  ‘Clar¬ 
endon  Club’.” 

Letters  obtained  by  legal  methods  in  Canada 
show  that  on  October  21  and  November  3, 1992,  the 
Board  of  Deputies  applied  secret  pressure  on  the 
German  embassy  to  stop  me,  a  British  citizen  like 
themselves,  from  entering  Germany.  If  a  ban  was 
applied,  it  would  spell  the  end  for  me  as  a  World  War 
II  historian  because  I  could  no  longer  reach  my  pub¬ 
lishers,  or  access  my  own  collections  there  of  valu¬ 
able  documents  which  I  had  donated  to  the  German 
archives,  let  alone  the  archives  of  the  German  gov¬ 
ernment. 

Australia  was  the  next  country  to  be  worked 
over.  The  Israeli  document  quoted  above  reported 
unhappily  on  the  press  backlash  that  had  arisen 
from  pressure  applied  to  the  Australian  government 
to  silence  me,  which,  it  said,  had  attracted  editorials 
in  major  Australian  newspapers  unfavorable  to  the 
Jewish  community:  “The  implication  was  that  a 
minority  group,  with  extraordinary  clout,  had  pres¬ 
sured  the  Australian  government  to  act  against  the 
country’s  interest.”  Nothing,  they  implied,  could  be 
further  from  the  truth.  [See  “Victory  for  Irving  in 
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Australia  Free  Speech  Struggle,”  Nov.-Dee.  1993 
Journal,  pp.  12-15.] 

What  had  happened  was  this:  In  September 
1992  I  announced  to  Australian  university  profes¬ 
sors  that  I  would  be  visiting  their  continent  for  a 
third  lecture  tour  early  the  following  year.  Alerted 
to  this  tour  by  the  German  professor  Konrad  Kwiet, 
one  of  the  Holocaust  experts  I  had  written  to,  the 
same  organizations  applied  secret  pressure  on  the 
then  prime  minister,  Paul  Keating,  to  refuse  me 
entry.  The  Australian  Jewish  News  set  up  a  hue  and 
cry,  reporting  that  I  had  “sneaked  into  Canada,”  to 
give  lectures  “denying  the  Holocaust  really  hap¬ 
pened,”  and  stating  that  I  “incite  the  gullible  to  rac¬ 
ist  violence,”  and  that  I  “have  a  record  of  contempt 
for  anti-racism  and  immigration  laws.”  Every  single 
one  of  these  statements  was  a  lie. 

But  the  lying  was  now  getting  out  of  hand.  When 
a  Munich  Court  [in  January  1993]  increased  the 
fine  on  me  for  denouncing  the  Krema  I  [“gas  cham¬ 
ber”]  building  at  Auschwitz  as  a  postwar  fake,  the 
Board  of  Deputies  issued  a  press  release  calling  me 
a  “Nazi  propagandist”  who  has  attended  Nazi  train¬ 
ing  camps,  and  they  welcomed  the  trebling  of  the 
fine  [to  30,000  marks].  Not  surprisingly,  no  British 
newspaper  dared  to  reproduce  such  libels,  but  a 
copy  is,  significantly,  in  Professor  Lipstadt’s  discov¬ 
ery.  I  am  of  course  barred  from  using  it  as  the  basis 
for  the  action  which  it  deserved. 

Opponents  released  to  Australian  television  the 
heavily  edited  version  of  Michael  Schmidt’s  1991 
videotape  of  me  addressing  the  crowd  at  Halle  [Ger¬ 
many]  .  As  edited,  it  omitted  my  visible  and  audible 
rebuke  to  a  section  of  the  crowd  for  chanting  Hitler 
slogans.  Grotesque  libels  about  me  swamped  the 
Australian  press,  printed  by  various  organizations 
including  the  New  South  Wales  Board  of  Deputies 
and  the  Australian  Jewish  News  (February  5,  12, 
and  19, 1993).  One  example  was  an  article  by  a  lec¬ 
turer  in  politics:  “He  [Irving]  has  a  history  of  excit¬ 
ing  neo-Nazi  and  skinhead  groups  in  Germany 
which  had  burned  migrant  hostels  and  killed  people 
. . .  Irving  has  frequently  spoken  in  Germany  at  ral¬ 
lies  . . .  under  the  swastika  flag  . . .  himself  screaming 
the  Nazi  salute  ...”  Unsurprisingly  in  retrospect,  on 
February  8,  1993,  the  Australian  government 
announced,  though  to  the  astonishment  of  the  regu¬ 
lar  Australian  national  press,  that  I  was  to  be 
refused  a  visa  as  I  was  a  “Holocaust  denier.”  They 
had  thus  adopted  the  phrase  that  the  Second  Defen¬ 
dant  [Lipstadt]  prides  herself  on  having  invented. 

The  new  and  very  damaging  ban  on  visiting  Aus¬ 
tralia  now  made  it  impossible  for  me  to  work  again 
in  the  National  Library  of  Australia  in  Canberra.  At 
great  personal  expense  I  appealed  to  the  Australian 
Federal  Court.  The  Court  declared  the  minister’s 
refusal  of  a  visa  to  be  illegal.  The  government  in 


Canberra  therefore  changed  the  law  in  February 
1994  to  keep  me  out,  and  on  May  3, 1994,  they  again 
refused  my  application  for  entry.  We  note  from  Pro¬ 
fessor  Lipstadt’s  own  Discovery  that  the  immigra¬ 
tion  minister  faxed  the  decision  direct  to  one  of  her 
source-agencies  that  same  afternoon. 

In  July  1994,  as  the  resulting  fresh  legal  actions 
which  I  had  started  against  the  government  still 
raged,  the  Second  Defendant  was  invited  by  Austra¬ 
lian  organizations,  all  expenses  paid,  to  visit  their 
country;  she  was  to  hired  to  tour  Australia,  and  to 
slander  my  name  and  reputation  and  add  her  voice 
to  the  campaign  to  have  me  refused  entry.  The  Court 
will  perhaps  remember  the  Australian  TV  video 
which  I  showed,  entitled  “The  Big  Lie.”  Broadcast  on 
July  1994,  it  showed  both  the  [Defendants’]  expert 
witness  Professor  Van  Pelt,  and  Fred  Leuchter 
standing  on  the  roof  of  the  Krema  II  [structure  at 
Birkenau],  which  Van  Pelt  declared  to  be  the  center 
of  the  Nazi  genocide,  and  the  Second  Defendant 
[Lipstadt]  being  interviewed  while  still  in  Australia 
(and  refusing  once  again  to  “debate”  with  the  revi¬ 
sionists,  rather  as  she  has  obstinately  refused  to  go 
into  the  witness  stand  here).  Thus  I  found  myself 
excluded  from  Australia  and,  inevitably,  New 
Zealand  too.  I  lost  the  ability  to  visit  my  many  hun¬ 
dreds  of  my  friends  down  under,  and  my  own  daugh¬ 
ter  too,  who  is  an  Australian  citizen;  and  I  lost  all 
the  bookshop  sales  that  this  ban  implied  in  Austra¬ 
lia  —  where  my  Churchill’s  War  biography  had  hit 
the  No.  1  spot  on  the  best  seller  lists. 

There  was  one  interesting  little  postscript  which 
helps  to  tie  all  these  things  together:  I  produced  a 
video,  a  rather  unpretentious  document  entitled 
“The  Search  for  Truth  in  History,”  which  was  to 
travel  the  Australian  continent  until  I  could  again 
enter  myself.  A  closed  session  of  the  video  censor¬ 
ship  authority  in  Sydney  was  converted,  at  the 
request  of  the  special  interest  groups  who  urgently 
wanted  to  suppress  my  video.  Afterwards,  the  secu¬ 
rity  authorities  discovered  that  a  hidden  micro¬ 
phone  had  been  planted  in  the  chamber.  Indicating 
that  he  already  had  the  answer,  the  leader  of  the 
opposition,  Tim  Fisher,  challenged  the  government 
to  admit  that  it  was  planted  by  the  Mossad.  This  is 
an  indication  that  some  very  dangerous  forces 
indeed  had  aligned  themselves  behind  the  Second 
Defendant  and  against  me. 

My  lecturing  engagements  in  the  British  Isles 
came  under  similar  attack.  In  the  past  I  had  often 
spoken  to  universities  and  debating  societies, 
including  the  Oxford  and  Cambridge  Unions.  But 
now,  in  one  month,  in  October  1993,  when  I  was 
invited  to  speak  to  prestigious  bodies  at  three  major 
Irish  universities,  I  found  all  three  invitations  can¬ 
celed  under  pressure  and  the  threat  of  local  Jewish 
and  “anti-fascist”  organizations.  The  irony  will  not 
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elude  the  Court  that  these  Defendants  on  the  one 
hand  have  claimed  by  way  of  defense  that  I  speak 
only  to  the  far-right  and  neo-Nazi  element,  as  they 
describe  it,  and  that  it  turns  out  their  own  associ¬ 
ates  are  the  people  who  have  done  their  damnedest 
to  make  it  impossible  for  many  others  to  invite  me. 

Deborah  Lipstadt  had  meanwhile  made  some 
progress  with  her  book.  She  told  her  publisher  that 
she  had  written  a  certain  statement  “with  the  mar¬ 
keting  people  in  mind”  —  in  other  words,  sometimes 
money  mattered  more  than  content.  She  had 
revealed  in  September  1991:  “I  have  also  spoken  to 
people  in  England  who  have  a  large  cache  of  mate¬ 
rial  on  David  Irving’s  ‘conversion’  to  denial.”  We 
don’t  know,  but  we  can  of  course  readily  suspect, 
who  in  this  case  those  “people”  were.  She  is,  once 
again,  not  presenting  herself  for  cross-examination, 
so  there  are  many  things  we  cannot  ask  her  . . . 

In  the  light  of  Mr.  Rampton’s  strictures  on  my 
now  famous  little  ditty,  supposedly  urging  my  nine- 
month  old  little  girl  not  to  marry  outside  her  own 
people,  I  should  also  have  wanted  to  ask  questions 
of  Professor  Lipstadt’s  views  on  race.  We  know  that 
she  has  written  papers,  and  delivered  many  fervent 
lectures,  on  the  vital  importance  of  people  marrying 
only  within  their  own  race.  (“We  know  what  we  fight 
against  ...,”  she  wrote,  “intermarriage  and  Israel- 
bashing,  but  what  is  it  we  fight  for?”)  She  has 
attracted  much  criticism  from  many  in  her  own 
community  for  her  implacable  stance  against  mixed 
marriages.  In  one  writing  Lipstadt  quotes  a  Wall 
Street  Journal  interview  with  a  Conservative  Rabbi, 
Jack  Moline,  whom  she  called  “very  brave”  for  list¬ 
ing  ten  things  that  Jewish  parents  should  say  to 
their  children:  “Number  one  on  his  list,”  she  wrote 
(in  fact  it  was  number  three),  “was  ‘I  expect  you  to 
marry  Jews’.”  My  one  little  ditty  was  a  perhaps 
tasteless  joke.  Professor  Lipstadt’s  repeated  denun¬ 
ciation  of  mixed  marriages  addressed  to  adults  was 
deadly  serious. 

Professor  Lipstadt  accuses  me  of  error  and  falsi¬ 
fication,  but  is  apparently  unable  to  spot  a  fake  even 
at  a  relatively  close  range.  She  has  admitted, 
according  to  Professor  Peter  Novick,  that  she  used 
the  memoirs  of  the  spurious  Auschwitz  survivor 
Benjamin  Wilkomirski  in  her  teaching  of  the  Holo¬ 
caust.  Those  “memoirs”  have  now  been  exposed, 
worldwide,  as  fraudulent.  When  it  turned  out  the 
Wilkomirski  had  never  been  near  the  camp,  or  in 
Poland  for  that  matter,  but  had  spent  the  war  years 
in  comfort  living  with  his  adopted  Swiss  family,  she 
acknowledged  that  this  “might  complicate  matters 
somewhat,”  but  she  insisted  that  the  Wilkomirski 
“memoirs”  would  still  be  “powerful”  as  a  novel.  [See 
“Holocaust  Memoir  Exposed  as  Fraud,”  Sept.-Oct. 
1998  Journal,  pp.  15-16.)  It  may  seem  unjust  to 


Your  Lordship  that  it  is  I  who  have  had  to  answer 
this  person’s  allegation  that  I  distort  and  manipu¬ 
late  historical  sources. 

We  have  Professor  Lipstadt’s  handwritten  notes, 
evidently  prepared  for  a  talk  delivered  to  the  ADL 
in  Palm  Beach,  Florida,  in  early  1994.  In  these,  if  I 
have  read  her  handwriting  correctly  —  and  she 
appears  to  be  relying  on  something  that  Lord  Bul¬ 
lock  had  just  said  —  she  states  that  my  aim  seems 
to  be  to  de-demonize  Hitler;  and  that  I  had  said  that 
FDR,  Hitler,  and  Churchill  were  all  equally  crimi¬ 
nal.  This  is  hardly  “exonerating”  any  of  them.  Sum¬ 
marizing  Hitler’s  War  (the  1977  edition),  she  calls 
me  merely  a  “historian  with  a  revisionist  bent”  like 
A.J.P.  Taylor  —  and  she  adds,  and  this  seems  signif¬ 
icant  —  “Irving  denies  that  Hitler  was  responsible 
for  the  murder  of  European  Jewry.  Rather,  he  claims 
that  Himmler  was  responsible.  But  he  does  not  deny 
its  occurrence.”  Had  she  stuck  with  that  view,  which 
is  a  very  fair  summary  of  my  views  both  then  and 
now,  she  and  we  would  not  find  ourselves  here  now. 

But  she  was  led  astray.  She  fell  in  with  bad  com¬ 
pany,  or  associates.  These  things  happen.  We  know 
that,  in  conducting  her  research  for  the  book,  she 
spoke  with  the  Board  of  Deputies,  the  Institute  of 
Jewish  Affairs,  and  other  such  worthy  bodies,  since 
she  thanks  them  all  in  her  introduction. 

Some  time  in  1992  her  book  was  complete  in  its 
first  draft,  and  she  sent  it  to  the  people  who  were 
paying  her,  the  Hebrew  University  of  Jerusalem.  We 
do  not  know  what  was  in  the  book,  since  I  cannot 
question  the  Second  Defendant  and  she  has  not  dis¬ 
closed  that  early  draft,  with  Professor  Yehuda 
Bauer’s  “scribbles”  on  it,  in  her  sworn  list  of  docu¬ 
ments.  It  was  clearly  discoverable.  We  do  know  how¬ 
ever  what  was  not  in  it:  we  know  that  there  was  no 
mention  of  Hezbollah  and  Hamas  and  Louis  Farra- 
khan  and  the  November  1992  terrorists  in  Stock¬ 
holm,  or  of  the  lie  about  my  speaking  on  the  same 
platform  with  them;  in  fact  we  also  know  that  in 
this  first  draft  I  was  merely  mentioned  in  passing. 
This  is  evident  from  the  letter  which  Professor 
Yehuda  Bauer  wrote,  congratulating  her  on  Novem¬ 
ber  27,  1992:  Bauer  complained  that  the  book 
lacked  the  “worldwide  perspective,”  and  said:  “Irv¬ 
ing  is  mentioned,  but  not  that  he  is  the  mainstay  of 
Holocaust  denial  today  in  Western  Europe.” 

Somehow,  therefore,  I  had  to  be  shoe-horned  into 
the  text  before  publication.  Bauer  also  urged  her  not 
to  write  things  that  inadvertently  might  convince 
the  reader  that  there  was  “something”  to  what  revi¬ 
sionists  (“deniers”)  said,  although  that  is  hardly  a 
true  scholar’s  method,  to  suppress  mention  of  oppos¬ 
ing  arguments.  In  a  letter  to  Anthony  Lerman  of  the 
Institute  of  Jewish  Affairs  (the  same  Mr.  Lerman 
who  would  later  spread  the  lying  word  that  I  had 
supplied  the  trigger  mechanism  for  the  Oklahoma 
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City  Bomb),  Lipstadt  revealed  that  there  was  an 
“earlier  incarnation”  of  the  book:  that  “earlier  incar¬ 
nation”  has  not  been  disclosed  in  her  sworn  list 
either.  She  had  been  ordered  to  swear  an  affidavit 
on  her  list.  When  I  made  a  subsequent  complaint 
about  deficient  discovery,  her  solicitors  reminded 
me  that  I  could  not  go  behind  her  affidavit  until  she 
presented  herself  for  cross  examination.  This 
chance  has  been  denied  to  me. 

Lipstadt  spent  much  of  that  last  month  of  1992 
putting  me  into  the  book,  and  so  herself,  into  this 
courtroom  today.  They  were  the  weeks  after  the 
spectacular  success  of  the  global  campaign  to 
destroy  my  legitimacy,  which  culminated  in  getting 
me  deported  in  manacles  from  Canada  on  Novem¬ 
ber  13.  T  am  just  finishing  up  the  book,”  she  wrote 
to  Lerman  on  December  18,  “and  as  you  can  well 
imagine  David  Irving  figures  into  it  quite  promi¬ 
nently.”  She  pleaded  with  Lerman  to  provide,  indeed 
to  fax  to  her  urgently,  materials  from  “your  files.” 
Your  Lordship  may  think  that  this  haste  to  wield 
the  hatchet  compares  poorly  with  the  kind  of  in- 
depth,  years-long  research  which  I  conducted  on  my 
biographical  subjects.  “I  think  he  [Irving]  is  one  of 
the  more  dangerous  figures  around,”  she  added, 
pleading  the  urgency.  It  was  a  spectacular  epiphany, 
this  Court  might  think,  given  that  only  three  weeks 
earlier  the  manuscript  barely  mentioned  me,  as 
Bauer  had  complained. 

Lerman  faxed  his  materials  to  her  a  few  days 
later:  we  don’t  know  precisely  what,  as  here  too  the 
Defendants’  Discovery  is  only  fragmentary,  and 
these  items  were  provided  to  me  only  in  response  to 
a  summons. 

That  is  an  outline  of  the  damage,  and  the  people, 
including  specifically  the  Defendants  in  this  action, 
who  were  behind  it.  Mr.  Rampton  suggested  at  a 
very  early  stage  that  I  had  brought  all  of  this  on 
myself,  that  I  had  even  deserved  it  —  he  was  talking 
about  the  hate-wreath  that  was  sent  to  me  on  the 
death  of  my  daughter.  We  shall  see. 


Auschwitz  Concentration  Camp 

Auschwitz  has  been  a  football  of  politicians  and 
statesmen  ever  since  World  War  II.  The  site  has 
become,  like  the  Holocaust  itself,  an  industry,  a  big 
business  in  the  most  tasteless  way.  The  area  is,  I  am 
informed,  overgrown  with  fast  food  restaurants, 
souvenir  and  trinket  shops,  motels,  and  the  like. 
Under  prime  minister  Josef  Cyrankiewicz  (who  had 
been  prisoner  number  62,993)  it  was  known  at  its 
opening  in  1948  as  a  “monument  to  the  martyrdom 
of  the  Polish  and  other  peoples.” 

Auschwitz  was  overrun  by  the  Red  Army  in  Jan¬ 
uary  1945.  The  last  prisoner  had  received  the  tat¬ 
tooed  number  202,499.  Informed  by  Colonel-Gen¬ 


eral  Heinz  Guderian  that  the  Russians  had 
captured  Auschwitz,  Hitler  is  recorded  by  the  ste¬ 
nographers  as  merely  acknowledging:  “Yes.”  The 
Court  might  find  it  significant  that  he  did  not  prick 
up  his  ears  and  say  something  like,  “Herr  Himmler, 
I  hope  you  made  sure  that  the  Russians  will  find  not 
the  slightest  trace  of  what  we  have  been  up  to.”  (Or 
even,  “I  hope  you  managed  to  get  those  holes  in  the 
roof  slab  of  Krema  II  cemented  over  so  there’s  no 
trace,  before  you  blew  it  up.”  I  will  shortly  explain 
the  significance  of  that.)  When  the  name  of  SS 
Gruppenfiihrer  Hans  Kammler,  the  architect  of  the 
concentration  camps,  was  mentioned  to  him  a  few 
days  later  by  Goebbels,  it  was  evident  that  even 
Kammler’s  name  meant  little  to  Hitler. 

How  many  had  died  at  Auschwitz?  We  still  do  not 
know  with  certainty,  because  the  tragic  figure  has 
become  an  object  of  politics  too.  Professor  Arno 
Mayer,  Professor  of  European  History  at  the  Uni¬ 
versity  of  Princeton,  a  scholar  of  considerably 
greater  renown  than  Professor  Evans,  and  himself  a 
Jew,  expressed  the  view  in  one  book  [his  1989  study, 
Why  Did  the  Heavens  Not  Darken1?:  The  ‘Final  Solu¬ 
tion’  in  History,  p.  365]  that  most  of  the  victims  of 
the  camp  died  of  exhaustion  and  epidemics.  "... 
From  1942  to  1945,  certainly  at  Auschwitz,  but 
probably  overall,  more  Jews  were  killed  by  so-called 
‘natural’  causes  than  by  ‘unnatural’  ones.” 

The  Russians  who  captured  the  camp  did  not  at 
first  make  any  mention  in  their  news  reports  of  “gas 
chambers”  ...  The  Russians  set  up  an  inquiry 
including  some  very  well  known  names  —  including 
“experts”  who  had  examined  the  “Nazi  mass  graves” 
at  Katyn,  and  even  the  notorious  [Soviet  geneticist 
Trofim]  Lysenko,  and  they  announced  that  four  mil¬ 
lion  had  been  murdered  at  Auschwitz.  Under  the 
Polish  Communists,  a  monument  to  “four  million 
dead”  was  duly  erected,  a  number  adhered  to  until 
the  1990s,  even  under  Franciszek  Piper,  one  of  the 
later  (but  still  Communist)  directors  of  the 
Auschwitz  State  Museum  Archives.  After  the  Com¬ 
munist  regime  ended  that  the  figure  was  brought 
down,  to  1.5  million,  and  then  to  750,000  by  the 
acknowledged  expert  Jean-Claude  Pressac.  The 
Defendants’  own  expert  Peter  Longerich  spoke  of 
one  million  deaths  there  from  all  causes,  and  in 
response  to  cross-examination  by  myself  and  to 
Your  Lordship’s  queries  Dr.  Longerich  confirmed 
that  he  included  all  non-homicidal  deaths,  deaths 
“from  other  causes,”  including  epidemics  and 
exhaustion,  in  that  figure. 

As  for  the  overall  death  roll  of  the  Holocaust, 
what  meaning  can  one  attach  to  figures?  The  Inter¬ 
national  Military  Tribunal  (IMT)  at  Nuremberg 
found  that  “the  policy  pursued  resulted  in  the  kill¬ 
ing  of  six  million  Jews,  of  which  four  million  were 
killed  in  the  extermination  institutions.”  But  the  six 
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million  figure  derives,  as  US  chief  prosecutor  Mr. 
Justice  Robert  H.  Jackson  recorded  in  his  diary  in 
June  1945,  from  a  back  of  the  envelope  calculation 
by  the  American  Jewish  leaders  with  whom  he  met 
in  New  York.  [See  D.  Irving,  Nuremberg:  The  Last 
Battle,  1996,  pp.  61-62.]  Professor  Raul  Hilberg  put 
the  figure  at  5.1  million  or  less.  Gerald  Reitlinger  [in 
his  book,  The  Final  Solution]  had  the  figure  at  4.6 
million,  of  which  he  stated  about  three  million  were 
conjectural  as  it  was  not  known  how  many  Jews  had 
escaped  into  the  unoccupied  part  of  the  USSR.  The 
Israeli  Prime  Minister’s  office,  we  are  told  by  Nor¬ 
man  Finkelstein,  recently  stated  that  there  were 
still  nearly  one  million  living  survivors.  [See  R.  Fau- 
risson,  “Impact  and  Future  of  Holocaust  Revision¬ 
ism,”  Jan.-Feb.  Journal ,  pp.  8-9.] 

There  are  doubts  not  only  about  precise  figures 
but  also  about  specific  events.  The  same  [Nurem¬ 
berg]  IMT  ruled  on  October  1,  1946,  that  the  Nazis 
had  attempted  to  “utilize  the  fat  from  the  bodies  of 
the  victims  in  the  commercial  manufacture  of  soap.” 
In  1990  historian  Shmuel  Krakowski  of  [Israel’s] 
Yad  Vashem  [center]  announced  in  the  world’s  press 
that  that  too  had  been  a  (“Nazi”)  propaganda  lie. 
Gradually  the  wartime  stories  have  been  disman¬ 
tled.  As  more  documents  have  been  found,  widely 
stated  propositions  have  been  found  to  be  doubtful. 
[See  “Jewish  Soap,”  Summer  1991  Journal,  pp.  217- 
227.] 

For  a  long  time  the  confident  public  perception 
was  that  the  Wannsee  protocol,  of  the  January  20, 
1942,  meeting,  recorded  the  actual  order  to  extermi¬ 
nate  the  European  Jews.  Yehuda  Bauer,  the  director 
of  Yad  Vashem,  the  premier  Holocaust  research 
institution  in  Israel  —  and  one  of  the  correspon¬ 
dents  of  the  Second  Defendant  [Lipstadt]  —  has 
stated  quite  clearly:  “The  public  still  repeats,  time 
after  time,  the  silly  story  that  at  Wannsee  the  exter¬ 
mination  of  the  Jews  was  arrived  at.”  In  his  opinion 
Wannsee  was  a  meeting  but  “hardly  a  conference,” 
and  he  even  said:  “Little  of  what  was  said  there  was 
executed  in  detail.”  [“Wannsee’s  importance 
rejected,”  (JTA),  Canadian  Jewish  News,  Jan.  30, 
1992.]  Despite  this,  Your  Lordship  has  had  to  listen 
to  the  “silly  story”  all  over  again  in  this  Court  from 
the  expert  witnesses. 

Surely,  say  my  critics,  there  must  now  be  evi¬ 
dence  for  a  Hitler  Order? 

Back  in  1961  Raul  Hilberg,  one  of  Yehuda 
Bauer’s  great  rivals  for  the  laureate,  asserted  in  the 
first  edition  of  his  study,  The  Destruction  of  the 
European  Jews,  that  there  had  been  two  such 
orders,  one  in  the  spring  of  1941  and  the  other  soon 
after.  By  1985  —  after  I  had  corresponded  with  him 
and  voiced  my  own  doubts  —  Hilberg  was  back-ped¬ 
aling.  He  went  methodically  through  his  text,  excis¬ 
ing  from  the  new  edition  the  allegation  of  a  Hitler 


Order.  “In  the  new  edition,”  as  Professor  Christo¬ 
pher  Browning,  an  expert  who  testified  [on  behalf  of 
the  defense]  before  this  Court,  criticized  in  a 
learned  journal,  “all  references  in  the  text  to  a  Hit¬ 
ler  decision  or  Hitler  order  for  the  ‘Final  Solution’ 
have  been  systematically  excised.  Buried  at  the  bot¬ 
tom  of  a  single  footnote  stands  the  solitary  refer¬ 
ence:  ‘Chronology  and  circumstances  point  to  a  Hit¬ 
ler  decision  before  the  summer  [1941]  ended’.”  “In 
the  new  edition,”  Browning  repeats,  scandalized, 
“decisions  were  not  made,  and  orders  were  not 
given.”  [See  B.  Kulaszka,  comp.,  Did  Six  Million 
Really  Die?,  Toronto:  1992,  pages  192,  300,  349.] 
Your  Lordship  will  find  my  exchange  with  Browning 
as  to  whether  he  had  indeed  written  those  words  in 
1986  . . .  you  will  find  too  that  he  regretted  that  he 
could  not  recall  clearly  the  events  of  15  years  ago, 
which  invited  a  rather  obvious  riposte  from  me 
about  the  probably  similar  memory-deficiencies  in 
the  eye-witnesses  on  which  he  had  on  occasions 
relied. 

The  director  of  the  Yad  Vashem  archives 
[Shmuel  Krakowski]  has  stated  [in  1986]  that  most 
survivors’  testimonies  are  unreliable.  “Many,”  he 
said,  “were  never  in  the  places  were  they  claim  to 
have  witnessed  atrocities,  while  others  relied  on 
second-hand  information  given  them  by  friends  or 
passing  strangers”  —  the  phenomenon  I  have 
referred  to  as  “cross-pollination.”  Your  Lordship 
may  have  been  as  startled  as,  I  confess,  was  I,  upon 
learning  the  degree  to  which  the  case  for  the  mass 
gassings  at  Auschwitz  relies  on  eye-witness  evi¬ 
dence,  rather  than  on  any  firmer  sources.  Your  Lord- 
ship  will  remember  the  exchange  I  had  with  Donald 
Watt,  professor  emeritus  of  history  at  the  London 
School  of  Economics,  and  a  learned  diplomatic  his¬ 
torian,  early  on  in  the  trial,  about  the  value  of  dif¬ 
ferent  categories  of  evidence: 

Irving:  Professor,  I  was  not  going  to  ask  you 
about  eyewitness  evidence,  but  where  would 
you  rank  eyewitness  evidence  on  the  scale,  if 
you  had,  for  example,  aerial  photographs,  if 
you  had  prisoner  of  war  intelligence,  contempo¬ 
rary  prisoner  of  war  intelligence,  if  you  had 
intercepts  from  Bletchley  Park,  if  you  had  cap¬ 
tured  documents,  either  captured  during  the 
war  or  after  the  war,  and  eyewitness  evidence, 
in  other  words,  anecdotal  evidence  and,  finally, 
interrogations,  whether  under  oath  or  not  in 
Court,  how  would  you  classify  those  in  order  of 
reliability,  starting  with  the  least  reliable? 

Prof.  Watt:  I  do  not  know  that  there  is  any  way 
of  classifying  those,  because  it  depends  so 
much  on  the  individual.  I  did  a  great  deal  of 
interviews,  particularly  in  the  period  before 
the  1967  Public  Records  Act  released  docu- 
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ments  of  30  years  of  age,  and  in  my  experience 
the  kind  of  evidence  I  got  differed  according  to 
the  personality  of  the  person  giving  it.  In  some 
cases  I  found  that  the  man  I  was  interviewing 
had  his  own  documentary  record  and  was  con¬ 
sulting  it,  and  that  what  he  said  was  confirmed 
later.  In  other  cases,  including  at  least  one 
Minister  of  the  Crown,  I  was  given  a  very  plau¬ 
sible  and,  for  all  I  know,  a  very  true  story  of  a 
meeting  at  which  he  was  supposed  to  have 
been  present;  and  when  the  records  of  that 
meeting  subsequently  became  available,  it  was 
clear  that  he  was  not.  He  should  have  been,  but 
he  just  was  not  that  day,  and  he  must  have 
heard  the  story  from  one  of  the  people  there 
and  then  repeated  it. 

Irving:  But  he  seriously  believed  that  he  had 
been  there? 

Prof.  Watt:  ...  If  a  gentleman  who  holds  the 
rank  of  Admiral  of  the  Fleet  and  is  a  junior 
Minister  in  the  Cabinet  tells  you  that  he  is 
there,  one’s  reaction  is  not  to  question  him  ... 

Irving:  So  to  repeat  my  original  question, 
where  you  would  rank  on  that  scale  of  material 
that  is  lying  before  you,  at  one  end  of  the  bench 
you  have  the  eyewitnesses  and  at  the  other  end 
of  the  bench  you  have,  for  example,  the  Bletch- 
ley  Park  intercepts? 

Prof.  Watt:  The  Bletchley  Park  intercepts,  in  so 
far  as  they  are  complete,  are  always  regarded 
as  the  most  reliable  because  there  is  no  evi¬ 
dence  that  the  dispatcher  was  aware  that  his 
messages  could  be  decoded  and,  therefore,  he 
would  put  truth  in  them. 

This  supports  my  view  that  eyewitness  evidence 
is  less  credible  than  forensic  evidence  and  the 
Bletchley  Park  intercepts.  I  do  not  completely 
ignore  eye-witness  evidence,  but  I  feel  entitled  to 
discount  it  when  it  is  contradicted  by  the  more  reli¬ 
able  evidence,  which  should  then  prevail. 

The  Leuchter  Report 

I  am  criticized  by  the  Defendants  for  having 
relied  initially  on  what  is  called  the  Leuchter 
Report.  At  the  time  they  leveled  their  criticism  at 
me,  the  Defendants  appear  to  have  been  unaware 
that  subsequent  and,  more  able,  investigations 
were  conducted  by  both  American  [actually,  Ger¬ 
man]  and  Polish  researchers.  The  tests  were  in 
other  words  replicated. 

First,  the  Leuchter  Report:  In  April  1988  I  was 
introduced  by  defense  counsel  at  the  Canadian  trial 
of  Ernst  Ziindel  to  the  findings  made  by  a  reputable 
firm  of  forensic  analysts  of  samples  extracted  from 


the  fabric  of  various  buildings  at  Auschwitz  and 
Birkenau  by  Fred  Leuchter,  who  was  at  the  time  a 
professional  American  execution-technology  con¬ 
sultant.  These,  and  his  investigations  at  the 
Majdanek  site,  formed  the  backbone  of  his  “engi¬ 
neering  report.” 

Since  there  have  been  tendentious  statements 
about  why  the  Leuchter  Report  was  not  admitted  in 
evidence  at  that  trial,  I  have  studied  the  transcripts 
of  that  trial.  It  emerges  that  engineering  reports  are 
not  generally  admissible  under  Canadian  rules  of 
evidence  unless  both  parties  consent;  in  this  case 
the  Crown  did  not  consent.  As  Mr.  Justice  Thomas 
[the  Judge]  explained,  “I  get  engineering  reports  all 
the  time  [in  civil  cases].  That  doesn’t  make  them 
admissible  because  they’ve  prepared  reports.  They 
[the  expert  witnesses]  go  in  the  box,  they’re  quali¬ 
fied  as  experts,  and  they  testify.”  The  non-admission 
of  the  report  by  Mr.  Justice  Thomas  was  no  reflec¬ 
tion  on  the  worth  of  the  report  or  on  the  qualifica¬ 
tions  of  the  witness. 

Mr.  Leuchter  testified  on  April  20  and  21,  1988, 
as  an  expert  in  gas  chamber  technology.  He  had 
inspected  the  three  sites  in  February,  and  taken 
samples  which  were  subsequently  sent  for  analysis 
by  a  qualified  analytical  chemist  in  the  United 
States,  a  Dr.  James  Roth  of  Cornell  University,  who 
was  not  told  where  the  samples  had  come  from.  His 
firm,  Alpha  Laboratories,  were  told  on  the  test  cer¬ 
tificates  only  that  the  samples  were  from  brickwork. 
Mr.  Justice  Thomas  ruled  that  Leuchter  could  give 
oral  evidence,  but  that  the  report  itself  should  not 
be  filed.  He  held  further  that  Mr.  Leuchter  was  not 
a  chemist  or  a  toxicologist. 

But  he  agreed  that  Mr.  Leuchter  was  an  engi¬ 
neer,  because  he  had  made  himself  an  engineer  in  a 
very  limited  field.  A  summary  of  the  rest  of  the 
judge’s  findings  was  that  Leuchter  was  not  capable 
in  law  of  giving  the  expert  opinion  that  there  were 
never  any  gassings  or  exterminations  carried  on  in 
the  facilities  from  which  he  took  the  samples.  For 
the  same  reasons  he  was  not  capable  of  testifying 
regarding  the  results  of  the  analysis.  He  was 
restricted  to  testifying  as  to  the  actual  extraction  of 
the  samples,  and  his  own  observations  on  the  feasi¬ 
bility  of  the  buildings  that  he  had  examined  being 
used  as  gas  chambers. 

The  Second  Defendant  therefore  was  wrong  to 
state  on  page  164  of  her  book  [ Denying  the  Holo¬ 
caust],  “The  judge  ruled  that  Leuchter  could  not 
serve  as  an  expert  witness  on  the  construction  and 
functioning  of  the  gas  chambers.”  To  give  evidence 
in  a  criminal  trial,  Mr.  Leuchter  must  have  been 
accepted  as  an  expert.  Professor  Lipstadt  further 
stated,  on  pages  164-5  of  her  book:  “The  judge’s  find¬ 
ing  as  to  Leuchter’s  suitability  to  comment  on  ques¬ 
tions  of  engineering  was  unequivocal.”  In  fact  the 
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Judge’s  findings  referred  only  to  his  J 
lack  of  qualifications  to  testify  on  the  1 
results  of  the  laboratory  tests  for 
cyanide  and  iron  (this  was  Dr.  Roth’s 
area,  and  he  gave  the  testimony  on 
those  matters). 

On  page  169,  Professor  Lipstadt 
insists:  “The  exposure  to  the  ele¬ 
ments  lessened  the  presence  of  the  | 
hydrogen  cyanide  ...  Nor  did  1 
Leuchter  seem  to  consider  that  the  I 
building  had  been  exposed  to  the  ele-  | 
ments  for  more  than  40  years  so  that  | 
cyanide  gas  residue  could  have  been 
obliterated.  He  also  took  samples 
from  a  floor  that  had  been  washed 
regularly  by  museum  staff.”  Dr.  Roth  however  testi¬ 
fied  under  oath  that  the  formation  of  Prussian  Blue 
was  an  accumulative  reaction,  that  it  augmented 
with  each  exposure  to  the  gas;  and  that  it  did  not 
normally  disappear  unless  physically  removed  by 
sandblasting  or  grinding  down. 

Roth  seems  since  then  to  have  changed  his  mind, 
to  judge  by  the  film  “Mr.  Death”  [reviewed  in  the 
Sept. -Dec.  1999  Journal ]  ...  Ziindel’s  counsel  com¬ 
ments,  “He  [Roth]  obviously  is  frightened”  and  no 
wonder,  considering  what  was  subsequently 
inflicted  upon  Mr.  Leuchter.  Your  Lordship  will 
remember  that  in  order  to  destroy  Roth’s  absurd 
argument,  quoted  to  the  Court  by  learned  Counsel, 
that  the  Prussian  Blue  stain  would  have  penetrated 
only  a  few  microns  into  the  brickwork,  I  showed  a 
photograph  of  the  stain  penetrating  right  through 
the  brickwork  to  the  outside  face  of  one  of  the  cya¬ 
nide  fumigation  chambers,  where  it  has  been 
exposed  to  sun,  wind,  and  rain  for  over  50  years,  and 
where  it  is  still  visible,  as  deep  and  blue  as  ever. 

Krema  II  [building  at  Birkenau]  has  been  pro¬ 
tected  from  these  outside  elements;  it  is  possible  to 
crawl  beneath  the  famous  roof  [of  the  alleged  homi¬ 
cidal  “gas  chamber”  there]  —  about  which  roof  I 
shall  have  more  to  say  —  but  neither  Jan  Sehn,  nor 
Fred  Leuchter,  nor  James  Roth,  nor  Germar  Rudolf, 
nor  any  of  the  subsequent  investigations  found  any 
significant  traces  of  cyanide  compounds  present  in 
the  fabric  of  this  building,  despite  the  eye-witness 
accounts  of  that  same  chamber  having  been  used  for 
the  gassing  of  half  a  million  people.  Moreover,  the 
wood-grain  of  the  original  wooden  formwork  (or 
molds)  can  still  be  seen  on  the  face  of  the  concrete, 
which  is  evidence  that  it  has  not  been  sandblasted 
or  ground  down. 

The  Morgue  Roo! 

I  referred  earlier  to  the  [defendants’]  expert  wit¬ 
ness  on  Auschwitz  and  Birkenau  in  this  case,  Pro¬ 
fessor  Robert  Van  Pelt.  He  has  made  unequivocal 


statements  both  here  and  elsewhere 
about  Krema  II,  that  is,  Cremato¬ 
rium  [building]  No.  II  at  Birkenau. 
To  him,  it  was  the  factory  of  death, 
the  mass  gassing  chamber  of 
Birkenau.  He  did  not  mince  his  lan¬ 
guage.  In  the  new  film  “Mr.  Death” 
we  saw  him  speaking  as  the  film 
camera  showed  Fred  Leuchter 
descending  into  the  hole  which  was 
broken  post-war  through  the  col¬ 
lapsed  concrete  roof  slab  and  rein¬ 
forcing  bars  of  Leichenkeller  1 
(morgue  cellar  No.  1)  of  Krema  II, 
and  we  heard  him  (Van  Pelt)  uttering 
these  words: 

Crematorium  II  is  the  most  lethal  building  of 
Auschwitz.  In  the  2500  square  feet  of  this  one 
room,  more  people  lost  their  lives  than  any 
other  place  on  this  planet.  500,000  people  were 
killed.  If  you  would  draw  a  map  of  human  suf¬ 
fering,  if  you  created  a  geography  of  atrocity, 
this  would  be  the  absolute  center. 

The  Court  will  recall  that  on  the  ninth  day  of  this 
action  I  cross-examined  this  witness  most  closely 
about  this  statement,  and  I  offered  him  a  chance  to 
change  his  mind  about  the  pivotal  importance  of 
Krema  II  and  its  underground  Leichenkeller  1,  the 
chamber  which  Pelt  alleged  had  been  a  mass-gas- 
sing  chamber. 

Irving:  Very  well.  You  say:  “In  any  case,  Krema- 
torium  II  is  the  most  lethal  building  of 
Auschwitz.  In  the  2500  square  feet  of  this  one 
room,”  and  you  are  pointing  downwards,  “more 
people  lost  their  lives  than  in  any  other  place 
on  this  planet.  500,000  people  were  killed.  If 
you  would  draw  a  map  of  human  suffering,  if 
you  create  a  geography  of  atrocities,  this  would 
be  the  absolute  center.”  That  is  a  reference  to 
Krematorium  II,  and  you  are  standing  on  the 
roof  of  Leichenkeller  No.  1? 

Prof.  Van  Pelt:  It  is  a  reference  to  Krematorium 
II,  but  I  am  actually  not  in  the  picture.  It  is 
Fred  Leuchter  standing  on  the  roof  of  Leichen¬ 
keller  1. 

Irving:  But  you  are  speaking  yourself? 

Prof.  Van  Pelt:  But  I  am  speaking  . . . 

Irving:  Professor,  just  so  that  we  can  be  com¬ 
pletely  clear  about  this  and  the  record  can  be 
clear,  you  are  describing  Krematorium  II  as 
being  the  place  where  500,000  people  were 
killed  or  — 

Prof.  Van  Pelt:  Yes. 


*1* 

Fred  Leuchter 
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Irving:  —  give  or  take  a  few  numbers. 

Prof.  Van  Pelt:  Yes. 

Irving:  And  that  this  was  the  center  of  the 
atrocity? 

Prof.  Van  Pelt:  Yes. 

Irving:  So  if  I  am  to  concentrate  a  large  part  of 
my  investigation  in  this  cross-examination  on 
that  one  building  and,  in  fact,  on  Leichenkeller 

I,  the  one  arm  of  the  crematorium  [building], 
this  is  not  entirely  unjustified  if  I  am  trying  to 
establish  that  the  factories  of  death  did  not 
exist  as  such? 

Prof.  Van  Pelt:  No.  I  think  that  the  obvious 
building  to  challenge  would  be  Krematorium 

II. 

The  expert  witness  could  hardly  have  been 
clearer  in  his  answer.  I  then  asked  him  to  identify 
the  buildings  referred  to,  on  the  aerial  photographs 
of  Birkenau  and  Krematorium  II,  so  that  there  could 
later  be  no  doubt  as  to  which  precise  building  he  had 
just  agreed  was  the  “factory  of  death.” 

The  great  problem  about  accepting  that  this 
building  was  an  instrument  for  mass  murder  is  that 
the  evidence  produced  by  Professor  Van  Pelt  relies 
on  three  “legs”:  a  handful  of  eye-witnesses;  a  few 
architectural  drawings;  and  a  slim  file  of  docu¬ 
ments. 

The  eye-witnesses  have  turned  out  to  be  liars, 
particularly  those  who  testified  to  the  SS  guards 
opening  manhole  covers  on  top  of  the  flat  roof  of 
Leichenkeller  1  (morgue  No.  1)  [at  Birkenau  Krema 
II],  and  tipping  tins  of  Zyklon  B  pellets  inside.  One 
witness  was  David  Olere,  an  artist,  who  drew 
sketches  [from  memory]  later  in  Paris,  obviously 
intending  to  sell  them.  His  sketches  show  flames 
and  smoke  belching  from  the  crematorium  chimney 
of  Krema  III,  which  was  quite  impossible;  he  por¬ 
trays  the  victims  of  the  Nazi  killers  mostly  as  nubile 
young  females,  all  naked  and  sketched  in  a  porno¬ 
graphic  way,  often  clutching  naked  teenage  children 
to  their  breasts.  It  was  Olere,  I  invite  the  Court  to 
remember,  who  told  Jean-Claude  Pressac  that  the 
SS  made  sausage  in  the  crematoria  out  of  human 
flesh  (a  passage  which  Mr.  Van  Pelt  did  not  inform 
us  of)-  [J.-C.  Pressac,  Auschwitz:  Technique  and 
Operation,  1989,  p.  554.] 

Ada  Bimko  proved  at  the  Belsen  Trial  that  she 
too  had  lied.  Entering  another  “gas  chamber”  build¬ 
ing  at  Auschwitz  she  said  she  “noticed  two  pipes 
which  I  was  told  contained  the  gas.  There  were  two 
huge  metal  containers  containing  gas.”  She  evi¬ 
dently  did  not  even  know  that  the  “gas”  supposed  to 
have  been  used,  Zyklon  B,  was  actually  in  pellet 
form,  not  cylinders.  Distorting  her  account  too,  Pelt 


also  omitted  this  part  of  her  testimony.  Dr.  Bendel, 
another  of  Pelt’s  eye-witnesses,  stated  that  at 
Krema  IV  [in  Birkenau]  the  people  crowded  into  the 
gas  chambers  found  the  ceiling  so  low  that  “the 
impression  [was  given]  that  the  roof  was  falling  on 
their  heads.”  This  too  was  untrue,  as  the  Court  has 
seen  how  high  those  ceilings  were  in  the  computer¬ 
generated  “walk  through.”  The  Court  will  find  that 
in  my  cross-examination  of  Van  Pelt,  I  destroyed  the 
worth  of  each  supposed  eye-witness  after  eye-wit¬ 
ness  in  the  same  way. 

Let  us  first  look  for  those  holes.  The  roof  pillars 
[of  the  Birkenau  Krema  II  “gas  chamber”]  were 
blown  up  in  1945,  and  the  reinforced  concrete  roof 
slab  pancaked  downwards  into  the  morgue  base¬ 
ment,  starred  but  otherwise  intact.  Van  Pelt  sug¬ 
gested  that  the  Zyklon  B  introduction  holes  in  the 
roof  of  Leichenkeller  1  were  not  much  larger  in 
diameter  than  tennis  balls.  The  evidence  of  his  eye¬ 
witnesses  Henry  Tauber  and  Michal  Kula  was  that 
they  were  closer  to  the  size  of  manholes  —  “70  cen¬ 
timeters  [27  inches]  square.”  Kula  testified  that  the 
wire-mesh  columns  that  he  had  made  were  of  that 
cross  section  [size],  and  three  meters  (ten  feet)  tall. 
One  witness  said  the  concrete  covers  had  to  be  lifted 
off  “with  both  hands.”  As  the  ceiling  height  in 
Leichenkeller  1  was  2.40  meters,  60  cm  of  each  col¬ 
umn  would  have  had  to  extend  through  the  “holes” 
in  the  concrete  ceiling,  with  about  six  inches  poking 
up  outside. 

There  is  no  trace  of  those  holes  in  the  roof  today. 
The  underside,  which  can  be  inspected  and  photo¬ 
graphed  from  beneath,  is  intact.  Even  if  one  could 
lose  sight  of  the  much  smaller,  three-inch  diameter 
holes  in  the  pancaked  concrete  roof,  of  which  Van 
Pelt  spoke,  one  could  not  possibly  have  lost  sight  of 
four  holes  as  large  as  manholes.  Those  holes  would 
be  perfectly  obvious  today,  on  the  ground  at 
Auschwitz  [Birkenau],  to  any  observer  using  the 
naked  eye,  without  the  slightest  possible  doubt  as  to 
their  location. 

Van  Pelt  accepts  that  those  holes  are  not  in  that 
roof  slab  now.  In  his  expert  report  [prepared  for  the 
Irving-Lipstadt  trial]  —  and  for  this  honesty  I  give 
him  full  credit  —  he  writes: 

Today,  these  four  small  holes  that  connected 
the  wire-mesh  columns  and  the  chimneys  can¬ 
not  be  observed  in  the  ruined  remains  of  the 
concrete  slab.  Yet  does  this  mean  they  were 
never  there?  We  know  that  after  the  cessation 
of  the  gassings  in  the  fall  of  1944  all  the  gas¬ 
sing  equipment  was  removed,  which  implies 
both  the  wire-mesh  columns  and  the  chimneys. 
What  would  have  remained  would  have  been 
the  four  narrow  holes  and  the  slab.  While  there 
is  no  certainty  in  this  particular  matter,  it 
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would  have  been  logical  to  attach,  at  the  loca¬ 
tion  where  the  columns  had  been,  some  form- 
work  at  the  bottom  of  the  gas  chamber  ceiling, 
and  pour  some  concrete  in  the  hole  and  thus 
restore  the  slab. 

Van  Pelt  thus  asserts,  without  any  evidence  at 
all,  that  late  in  1944,  with  the  Red  Army  winding  up 
to  launch  their  colossal  final  invasion  only  a  few 
miles  away  on  the  River  Vistula,  the  Nazi  mass 
murderers  would  remove  the  “Zyklon  introduction 
columns,”  and  then  fill  in  the  holes  to  “restore  the 
slab”  (before  dynamiting  the  pillars  supporting  it 
anyway).  He  again  asserted,  when  I  cross-examined 
him  on  January  25,  that:  “It  would  have  been  logical 
to  attach  at  the  location  where  the  columns  had 
been,  some  formwork  at  the  bottom  of  the  ceiling, 
and  pour  some  concrete  in  the  hole  and  thus  restore 
the  slab.” 

How  would  this  have  been  more  logical  than 
completely  removing  the  roof  of  Leichenkeller 
[morgue  cellar]  1,  as  the  Nazis  had  removed  the  roof 
of  Leichenkeller  2,  identified  by  van  Pelt  as  the 
“undressing  rooms,”  as  shown  in  the  aerial  photos 
taken  on  December  21,  1944,  that  one  can  see  on 
page  15  of  The  Holocaust  Revisited,  the  booklet  pub¬ 
lished  [in  1979]  by  Dino  A.  Brugioni  of  the  CIA.  The 
originals  of  this  photo  were  shown  to  Van  Pelt  in 
Court.  To  believe  his  version,  we  would  have  to 
believe  that  the  Nazis  deliberately  created  architec¬ 
tural  relics  of  Leichenkeller  1  to  confound  later  gen¬ 
erations  of  tourists  and  Holocaust  researchers. 

The  fact  is  that  the  holes  are  not  there  —  at  least 
they  are  not  visible  from  a  distance  of  zero  to  four 
feet,  or  when  photographed  from  the  underside. 
Unable  to  point  them  out  to  us  in  close-up  at  ground 
level,  the  Defendants  invited  us  to  consider  instead 
either  vertical  aerial  photographs  taken  from 
35,000  feet  up,  or  a  horizontal  photograph  taken 
from  several  hundred  yards  away,  past  a  locomotive, 
where  three  (not  four)  unidentified  objects  are 
placed  irregularly  on  the  rooftop  (the  fourth  “object” 
turns  out  to  be  a  window  on  the  wall  behind). 

The  Court  will  recall  what  my  response  was  to 
the  not  unexpected  discovery  that  during  building 
works  such  objects  as  barrels  of  tar  were  parked  on 
a  large  flat  slab  . . .  The  notion  that  the  high  flying 
[Allied  reconnaissance]  plane  could  have  photo¬ 
graphed  an  object  of  27  centimeters  in  diameter,  let 
alone  of  tennis  ball  size,  protruding  six  inches  above 
the  ground,  is  quite  absurd.  The  four  smudges  seen 
on  one  photograph  are  evidently  many  feet  long. 

On  Day  11  [of  the  proceedings],  I  brought  into 
the  Court  half  a  dozen  vertical  aerial  photographs 
taken  by  the  Americans  or  South  African  air  forces 
during  1944,  and  I  invited  van  Pelt  to  find  those 
same  smudges  on  that  roof. 


Where,  until  that  moment,  he  had  seen  dots  on 
another  photograph  with  no  difficulty,  the  witness 
Van  Pelt  now  pleaded  poor  eyesight  (“I  have  now 
reached  the  age  I  need  reading  glasses,”  he  said, 
“and  I  do  not  have  them  with  me.  I  did  not  expect 
this  kind  of  challenge.”  Precisely.)  Had  he  used  even 
a  microscope,  he  would  not  have  found  the  dots  on 
the  1944  pictures  I  showed  him.  Because  the  holes 
were  not  there,  and  are  not  there,  and  he  and  the 
Defendants  know  it. 

Even  if  the  Nazi  architects  did  willingly  agree  to 
the  weakening  of  the  roof  by  having  makeshift  holes 
of  that  size  cut  through  the  slab  right  next  to  the 
supporting  pillars  —  I  say  “makeshift”  holes, 
because  there  is  no  provision  for  them  in  any  of  the 
architectural  drawings  —  we  should  certainly 
expect  to  see  the  holes  now  . . . 

They  [the  defendants]  know,  and  they  knew  from 
the  outset,  that  I  was  right  about  that  roof.  Their 
entire  case  on  Krema  II  —  the  untruth  that  it  was 
used  as  a  factory  of  death,  with  SS  guards  tipping 
canisters  of  cyanide-soaked  pellets  into  the  building 
through  those  four  (non-existent)  manholes  —  has 
caved  in,  as  surely  as  has  that  roof. 

Accordingly  the  eye-witnesses  who  spoke  of 
those  holes  also  lied,  or  bluffed:  and  I  have  called 
their  bluff.  In  the  absence  of  the  holes  themselves, 
and  minus  his  “eye-witnesses,”  Professor  van  Pelt’s 
only  remaining  proofs  that  Leichenkeller  1  of  Krema 
II  was  an  instrument  of  mass  murder  —  a  factory  of 
death  in  which  500,000  Jews  were  gassed  and  cre¬ 
mated  —  are  these:  architectural  drawings  (rather 
oddly  for  a  “professor  of  architecture”  he  calls  them 
blueprints),  and  wartime  documents.  He  confirmed 
this  to  Your  Lordship,  when  your  Lordship  asked. 

As  for  the  wartime  documents,  he  referred  for 
instance  to  the  —  to  him,  sinister  —  requirement 
that  the  morgue  should  be  vorgewarmt  [pre¬ 
warmed]  by  a  central  heating  plant.  In  cross-exam¬ 
ination  I  drew  his  attention  to  the  relevant  section 
of  the  wartime  Neufert,  the  architect’s  handbook  or 
building  code  which  was  standard  for  the  SS  archi¬ 
tects,  which  specifies  that  morgues  must  have  both 
cooling  and  central  heating  facilities  to  avoid  dam¬ 
age  to  the  corpses.  Document  after  document  fell  by 
the  wayside  in  the  manner.  Mr.  Rampton  introduced 
the  timesheet  of  one  humble  workman  in  March 
1943,  showing  him  actually  concreting  “the  floor  in 
the  Gaskammer.”  But  Birkenau  camp  was  full  of 
[non-homicidal]  gas  chambers.  In  his  fine  facsimile 
book  of  the  camp  documents  [ Auschwitz :  Technique 
and  Operation,  1989],  Jean-Claude  Pressac  has 
printed  the  drawing  No.  801  of  November  8,  1941, 
for  an  Entlausungsanlage  (delousing  installation) 
for  the  prison  camp,  right  in  the  middle  of  which 
drawing  is  a  Gaskammer.  He  also  reproduces  draw¬ 
ing  No.  1293,  dated  May  9,  1942,  of  the  drainage 
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As  David  Irving  pointed  out  during  the  trial,  numerous  “eye  wit¬ 
nesses”  have  spoken  of  seeing  smoke  and  even  flames  rising  from  cre¬ 
matory  chimneys  at  Auschwitz-Birkenau.  Such  claims  are  untrue.  At 
no  time  were  any  of  Birkenau’s  four  crematory  buildings  ( Kremas ) 
ever  hidden,  concealed  or  “camouflaged.”  In  this  photograph,  taken 
in  May  or  June  1944,  Krema  II  can  be  plainly  seen  in  the  background. 
No  trace  of  smoke  or  flame  is  visible.  (In  any  case,  crematory  chim¬ 
neys  give  off  no  flame  and  almost  no  smoke.)  In  the  foreground  are 
Jews  who  have  just  arrived  at  Birkenau  from  Hungary. 


and  water  supply  of  the  delousing  barracks,  build¬ 
ings  BW5b.  Here  too  there  is  a  Gaskammer  smack 
in  the  middle  of  the  drawing  . . . 

The  bottleneck  in  the  entire  Krema  II  “factory  of 
death”  story  is  the  little  freight  elevator  that  was 
installed  between  Leichenkeller  1,  as  in  any  such 
state-of-the-art  crematorium,  to  haul  the  bodies 
from  the  basement-level  morgue  up  to  the  cremato¬ 
rium  furnaces  on  the  ground  floor.  We  are  told  by  the 
Defendants  that  this  elevator  was  never  anything 
more  sophisticated  than  something  like  a  builder’s 
hoist.  It  had  no  door,  or  cage,  or  walls  —  it  was  just 
a  platform  jolting  up  and  down  that  elevator  shaft. 
We  do  know  that,  as  finally  installed,  it  had  a  spec¬ 
ified  load  bearing  capacity  of  1500  kg.  Van  Pelt  sug¬ 
gested  that  the  hoist  could  therefore  have  hauled  25 
cadavers  at  a  time.  In  practice,  as  there  was  just  a 
flat  platform  with  no  walls  or  door,  jolting  up  and 
down  the  narrow  concrete  elevator  shaft,  it  would 
have  been  impossible  to  stack  onto  one  small  flat 
platform  25  naked  cadavers  in  the  conditions  of  filth 
and  slime  that  were  described  by  the  eye¬ 
witnesses  ... 

One  thing  is  plain:  that  one  elevator  in  Krema  II 
was  the  inescapable  bottleneck,  and  it  makes  plain 


that,  whatever  was  happening 
downstairs  in  Leichenkeller  1,  it 
was  not  on  the  huge  scale  that  his¬ 
tory  now  suggests. 

In  response  to  Your  Lordship’s 
helpful  questioning,  Professor  van 
Pelt  stated  that  the  wartime  docu¬ 
ments  had  to  be  interpreted  if 
they  were  to  be  relied  on  for  this 
proof.  These  interpretations  are 
tenuous.  He  produced  to  us  a  doc¬ 
ument  referring  to  the  special 
secrecy  to  be  attached  to  the  cre¬ 
matorium  drawings,  and  sug¬ 
gested  that  this  was  because  of 
the  mass  gassings  being  carried 
on  in  it.  It  stressed  that  this  was 
because  of  the  wehrwirtschaftlich 
importance  [that  is,  for  the  war¬ 
time  economy]  of  the  work  being 
conducted  there.  But  van  Pelt  con¬ 
firmed  under  my  cross-examina¬ 
tion  that  the  homicidal  Final 
Solution,  the  genocide,  was  never 
regarded  as  being  wehr¬ 
wirtschaftlich  important.  I  sub¬ 
mitted  that  the  reference  was 
clearly  to  keeping  secret  the  ugly 
business  of  the  looting  by  the  SS 
of  gold  and  valuables  from  the 
corpses  processed  by  the  building, 
a  system  which  was  undoubtedly 
wehrwirtschaftlich  important  to  the  SS  . . . 

During  his  slide-show  Professor  Van  Pelt  told  us 
that  one  cardinal  piece  of  evidence  in  these  draw¬ 
ings  was  the  relocation  of  an  internal  double-door 
which  sealed  off  Leichenkeller  1  from  the  interior  of 
the  [Birkenau  crematory]  building,  from  the  inside 
of  the  Leichenkeller  door  frame  (in  a  December  1942 
drawing)  to  the  outside  (January  1943).  I  pointed 
out  that  in  the  new  layout,  the  doors  were  shown  as 
being  actually  rebated  into  the  door  frame,  and  I 
suggested  to  the  witness  that  this  was  indicative  of 
a  gas-tight  door  being  fitted  as  in  any  standard  air 
raid  shelter  design.  Air  raid  shelter  doors  are  fitted 
outside  the  shelter,  to  open  outwards,  so  as  to  with¬ 
stand  blast.  Neufert,  the  wartime  architects’  hand¬ 
book,  bears  this  out. 

The  witness  seems  not  to  have  considered  this 
possibility.  The  doors  allegedly  found  around  the 
Birkenau  and  Auschwitz  sites  subsequently  are  all 
of  standard  air-raid  shelter  design,  complete  with 
the  obligatory  peephole  that  is  fitted  to  air  raid  shel¬ 
ter  doors.  [See:  S.  Crowell,  “Wartime  Germany’s 
Anti-Gas  Air  Raid  Shelters,”  July-August  1999 
Journal,  pp.  7-30.] 

The  amendment  of  the  drawings  to  provide  for 
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an  external  door,  leading  from  the  far  end  of  the  sub¬ 
terranean  Leichenkeller  1  to  the  open  air,  was  also 
consonant  with  its  dual  use  as  a  shelter,  and  I  put 
this  to  the  witness  on  Day  11  [of  the  proceedings] ,  as 
was  the  relocation  of  the  main  entrance  staircase 
from  the  back  of  the  building,  to  the  street-side. 
Among  the  architectural  drawings  provided  to  us 
from  the  Auschwitz  archives  is  one  entitled:  “Modi¬ 
fication  of  the  old  Crematorium,”  namely  Krema  I  in 
Auschwitz;  subtitled:  “Air  Raid  Bunker  for  SS  Sta¬ 
tion  HQ  with  an  Operating  Theater.”  So  such  modi¬ 
fications  of  the  morgues  to  provide  air  raid  shelters 
were  clearly  nothing  extraordinary.  Mr.  Rampton 
made  a  lot  of  the  order  for  doors  with  peepholes.  But 
peep  holes  were  standard  fittings  not  only  on  the 
gas  tight  air  raid  shelter  doors,  but  also  to  delousing 
facilities.  Jean-Claude  Pressac  prints  photos  of  two 
such  doors  on  the  “Canada”  delousing  chamber  at 
Birkenau. 

Krema  II  as  Air  Raid  Shelter 

Krema  II,  like  its  mirror-image  Krema  III  on  the 
other  side  of  the  [Birkenau]  road,  was  originally 
designed  as  a  state-of-the  art  crematorium,  possibly 
not  just  for  the  camp  but  for  the  whole  catchment 
area  of  Auschwitz  which  had  for  centuries  been  an 
area  of  pestilence  and  plague.  No  expense  was 
spared  in  its  design;  the  best  equipment  and  archi¬ 
tects  were  used  on  what  was  clearly  a  permanent 
facility.  Building  the  Leichenkeller  underground, 
instead  of  above  ground,  increased  construction 
costs  by  several  times,  but  provided  for  keeping  the 
morgue  cool  during  the  baking  hot  Central  Euro¬ 
pean  summers.  Had  the  building  been  designed 
from  the  start  as  a  human  slaughterhouse,  it  would 
certainly  not  have  been  designed  on  several  levels, 
with  the  resultant  handling  problems.  Slaughter¬ 
houses  are  normally  built  on  one  level. 

We  saw  in  Prof.  Van  Pelt’s  slide-show  [a  wartime 
photo  of]  the  pouring  of  the  concrete  roof  slab  of  the 
subterranean  Leichenkeller  2;  the  roof  was  undoubt¬ 
edly  much  the  same  as  that  of  Leichenkeller  1,  with 
a  six  inch  reinforced  steel  mesh.  This  undoubtedly 
made  the  new  building  one  of  the  most  robust  on  the 
site:  certainly  more  robust  and  fireproof  in  an  air 
raid  than  the  flimsy  wooden  horse-barracks  in 
which  the  prisoners  and  slave  laborers  were  housed. 

The  captured  Bauleitung  [central  construction 
office]  records  of  Auschwitz,  which  are  now  housed 
in  Moscow  archives,  confirm  that  from  mid- 1942 
onwards  the  German  authorities  began  to  consider 
the  construction  at  the  camp  of  shelters,  splinter 
trenches,  and  other  Air  Raid  Precaution  (ARP)  mea¬ 
sures.  After  the  Allied  air  raids  on  Cologne,  Rostock, 
Lubeck,  and  so  forth,  etc.,  in  March-April  1942,  the 
German  High  Command  recognized  the  likelihood 
that  air  raids  would  spread  across  Poland  and  cen¬ 


tral  Europe,  and  they  ordered  the  construction  of 
extended  ARP  facilities  throughout  the  occupied 
eastern  territories,  insofar  as  they  were  within 
bomber  range.  Existing  basements  were  to  be  con¬ 
verted  into  shelters,  anti-gas-equipment  provided, 
and  personnel  trained  in  anti-gas  warfare,  as  gas 
attack  was  widely  expected.  I  put  one  such  docu¬ 
ment  to  Prof.  Longerich,  and  on  Day  10  [of  the  pro¬ 
ceedings]  I  said:  “...  the  Defense  rely  on  a  number  of 
photographs  of  doors  found  scattered  around  the 
compound  of  Auschwitz  and  Birkenau,  and  we  will 
show  that  these  are  standard  German  air  raid  shel¬ 
ter  doors  complete  with  peep  holes.” 

These  precautions  were  not  in  vain.  In  May  1943 
[1944?],  there  was  an  air  raid  on  the  nearby 
Auschwitz  [Monowitz]  Buna  plant.  This  is  reflected 
in  Auschwitz  documents.  At  least  one  of  the  Ameri¬ 
can  aerial  photographs  of  Birkenau  that  I  produced 
to  the  Court  and  to  the  witness  Van  Pelt  shows  a 
stick  of  heavy  bombs  just  released  by  the  plane  that 
took  the  photograph.  By  the  end  of  the  war  there 
was  also  an  anti-aircraft  unit  assigned  to  defending 
the  region,  as  shown  by  the  reference  to  Judge 
Staglich’s  membership  in  the  flak  [anti-aircraft] 
unit  that  manned  it.  [S.  Crowell,  July-August  1999 
Journal,  p.  13.] 

Your  Lordship  will  also  recall  that  during  his 
slide  show  the  Dutch  historian  Van  Pelt  showed  the 
Court  a  series  of  most  interesting  computer-gener¬ 
ated  “walk-through”  reconstructions  of  the  interiors 
of  [Birkenau]  Kremas  IV  and  V.  Your  Lordship  mem¬ 
orized  the  dimensions  of  the  shutters  designed  to  be 
fitted  on  the  openings  inside:  30  cms  by  40  cms. 
There  were  also  said  to  be  steps  leading  up  to  the 
openings.  The  wartime  German  civil  defense  jour¬ 
nal  Luftschutz  (“Air  Defense”)  shows  precisely  this 
arrangement  of  gas-tight  shutters  and  steps  as  a 
standard  air  raid  shelter  feature,  designed  for  the 
event  of  gas  warfare. 

I  put  this  to  the  witness  Van  Pelt:  “Would  you 
agree  that  those  shutters  that  have  been  found  in 
the  Auschwitz  camp  are  in  fact  standard  German 
air  raid  shutters  supplied  by  manufacturers  to  a 
standard  design?” 

Eye-witnesses  have  stated  that  thousands  of  vic¬ 
tims  were  gassed  in  these  rooms,  and  their  bodies 
burned  in  large  pits  to  the  building’s  rear.  But  the 
contemporary  air  photographs  reveal  no  such  pits, 
nor  are  they  evident  today.  Confronted  with  what 
your  Lordship  has  yourself  referred  to  as  the  lack  of 
any  documentary  evidence  for  the  gassings,  Van 
Pelt  could  only  offer  the  suggestion  that  the  use  of 
gas  chambers  at  Auschwitz  and  Birkenau  was  a 
“moral  certainty.”  Three  times  in  his  report  he  fell 
back  upon  that  semi-religious  phrase.  The  available 
proofs  certainly  do  not  support  the  belief  that  the 
gassings  there  occurred  on  a  mass  scale. 
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In  none  of  the  aerial  reconnaissance  photos  taken  of  Auschwitz-Birkenau  by  Allied  war  planes  at  random 
in  1944  —  that  is,  during  the  height  of  the  alleged  mass  “gassings”  there  —  is  there  any  trace  of  smoke  or 


flames,  or  even  of  killings.  In  this  detail  from  an  aerial  photo  taken  on  August  25, 1944,  for  example,  one 
can  see  Birkenau  crematory  facilities  ( Kremas )  II  (top)  and  III  (bottom). 


I  will  not  dwell  long  on  the  uniformly  poor  evi¬ 
dentiary  basis  on  the  other  extermination  camps, 
known  to  the  Court  as  the  Operation  Reinhard 
camps:  Belzec,  Sobibor  and  Treblinka.  Here  we  do 
not  even  have  the  “moral  certainty”  which  com¬ 
forted  Professor  Van  Pelt.  I  can  challenge  here  only 
the  scale  and  the  systematic  nature  of  the  alleged 
gassing  of  more  than  one  million  people  in  these 
centers. 

The  Defendants’  own  witness,  Professor  Brown¬ 
ing,  admits  that  the  documentation  for  these  camps 
is  “scant.”  I  place  great  weight  on  this  admission. 
Here,  the  expert  cannot  even  find  one  contempora¬ 
neous  document.  He  relies  entirely  upon  the  eye¬ 
witnesses:  men  of  the  ilk  of  Kurt  Gerstein,  Jan  Kar- 
ski,  Adolf  Eichmann  and  Rudolf  Hoss.  The  fictional 
elements  —  the  “130  foot  mountains  of  clothes,” 
which  Browning  in  his  first  draft  skipped  over,  the 


“electrocution  chambers,”  the  “steam  chambers,”  the 
deliberately  inflated  death  tolls,  which  would  other¬ 
wise  shriek  their  warnings  to  critical  researchers  — 
are  ignored  or  suppressed,  in  order  to  maintain 
appearances. 

There  is  an  impressive  level  of  documentation 
which  demonstrates  liquidation  by  shooting  [in  the 
occupied  Soviet  territories]  of  hundreds  of  thou¬ 
sands  of  Jews,  probably  over  a  million,  by  the  Ein- 
satzgruppen,  but  there  is  nothing  of  equivalent 
value  for  the  Reinhard  camps.  One  word,  Why?,  jus¬ 
tifies  a  revisionist’s  skepticism. 

The  Walter  Fohl  letter  produced  a  similar 
response  [Quoted  in:  Gotz  Aly,  ‘Final  Solution’,  Lon¬ 
don:  Arnold,  1999,  pp.  174-175],  It  was  found  in  his 
Berlin  Document  Center  personnel  file.  Fohl,  an 
important  resettlement  organizer  [deputy  director 
of  the  German  Generalgouvernement  Population 
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and  Welfare  department]  in  Krakow,  Poland,  wrote 
on  June  21, 1942,  to  his  SS  comrades: 

Every  day,  trains  are  arriving  with  over  1,000 
Jews  each  from  throughout  Europe.  We  provide 
first  aid  here,  give  them  more  or  less  provi¬ 
sional  accommodation,  and  usually  deport 
them  further  towards  the  White  Sea  to  the 
White  Ruthenian  [Belarus]  marshlands,  where 
they  all  —  if  they  survive  (and  the  Jews  from 
[Berlin’s  fashionable]  Kurfiirstendamm  or 
Vienna  or  Pressburg  [Bratislava]  certainly 
won’t)  —  will  be  gathered  by  the  end  of  the  war, 
but  not  without  having  first  built  a  few  roads. 
(But  we’re  not  supposed  to  talk  about  it.) 

The  expert  witnesses  [for  the  defense],  unable 
otherwise  to  explain  this  document,  dismissed  it  as 
obvious  “camouflage”  talk.  But  why  should  Fohl  use 
camouflage  writing  to  his  “SS  comrades”?  As  I 
pointed  out  to  Dr.  Longerich,  Reinhard  Heydrich 
himself  had  spoken  of  the  White  Sea  option  on  Feb¬ 
ruary  4,  1942,  in  Prague.  [G.  Aly,  ‘Final  Solution’, 
1999,  p.  174.] 

It  was  also  noticeable  elsewhere  that  none  of  the 
[defendants’]  experts  was  willing  to  give  documents 
their  natural  meanings  when  they  did  not  accord 
with  their  views.  The  Ahnert  document,  recording  a 
meeting  at  the  RSHA  in  Berlin,  under  Eichmann, 
on  August  28,  1942,  was  one  example.  [Quoted  in  P. 
Longerich,  ed.,  Die  Ermordung  der  europaischen 
Juden,  1990,  pp.  241-242.]  There  was  talk  of  the 
need  for  the  deportees  to  be  provided  with  blankets, 
shoes  and  eating  utensils  before  dispatch  to 
Auschwitz.  Eichmann  requested  the  purchases  of 
barracks  for  a  Jewish  deportee  camp  to  be  erected  in 
Russia,  with  three  to  five  such  barracks  being 
loaded  aboard  every  transport  train.  In  each  case, 
because  the  document  did  not  accord  with  their 
“exterminationist”  views,  the  expert  had  failed  to 
pursue  it.  Dr.  Longerich,  who  had  included  it  as  doc¬ 
ument  94  in  work  he  himself  had  edited,  Die  Ermor¬ 
dung  der  europaischen  Juden,  had  forgotten  it  even 
existed  when  I  cross-examined  him  about  it. 

The  Allegations  of  Racism  and  Anti-Semitism 

The  Defendants  have  resorted  to  the  allegations 
that  I  am  anti-Semitic  and  racist.  Mr.  Rampton’s 
highly  paid  experts  have  found  one  1963  diary  entry 
of  four  lines  written  37  years  ago,  about  a  visit  to  my 
lawyer  Mr.  Michael  Rubenstein,  to  discuss  a  satiri¬ 
cal  magazine  article,  after  which  I  commented. 
“Thick  skinned  these  Jews  are!”  This  is  all  that  they 
could  find  from  the  millions  of  words  available  to 
them?  When  I  remarked  [in  Court],  on  March  2, 
upon  the  obvious  paradox  that  an  alleged  anti- 
Semite  would  have  retained  Michael  Rubenstein  as 
his  solicitor  and  respected  adviser  for  over  20  years, 


Mr.  Rampton’s  comment,  which  Your  Lordship  may 
remember,  was:  “Many  of  my  best  friends  are  Jews 
too,  Mr.  Irving.”  This  stock  line  does  not  disguise  the 
paucity  of  his  evidence  against  me. 

In  further  support  of  this  contention  they  have 
taken  isolated  remarks  made  in  lectures  and 
speeches  —  of  which  they  have  transcribed  around 
half  a  million  words.  I  trust  that  your  Lordship  will 
in  each  case  consider  both  the  context  in  which  the 
remarks  are  made,  and  also  the  broader  surround¬ 
ing  countryside,  if  I  may  put  it  like  that.  For  30 
years,  as  I  set  out  earlier,  I  have  found  myself  sub¬ 
jected  to  vicious  attack  by  bodies,  acting,  as  they 
freely  admit,  as  Jews.  For  30  years  I  endeavored  to 
turn  the  other  cheek,  and  I  hope  I  have  succeeded. 

Mr.  Rampton  drew  attention  to  the  fun  I  poked 
at  Simon  Wiesenthal,  a  joke  made  explicitly  about 
his  other-than-good  looks.  He  called  that  remark 
“anti-Semitic.”  It  was  not.  It  was  a  joke  about  his 
looks,  of  the  same  genre  that  Mr.  Rampton  made  on 
Day  28  [of  the  proceedings]  when  he  inquired  rhe¬ 
torically  of  [defense  witness]  Professor  Funke 
whether  a  certain  outer-fringe  Swedish  revisionist 
[Ditlieb  Felderer]  seen,  in  one  video  shown  to  the 
Court,  with  long  blonde  hair,  was  a  man  or  a 
woman. 

In  view  of  the  manner  in  which  the  two  Simon 
Wiesenthal  Centers  have  been  abusing  my  name  in 
their  fund  raising  leaflets,  and  endeavoring  to 
destroy  my  own  livelihood,  the  Court  might  think 
that  my  fun-making,  while  tasteless,  was  not  unde¬ 
served,  possibly  even  rather  reserved.  It  was  not 
anti-Semitic,  and  Mr.  Wiesenthal  is  no  more 
immune  from  criticism  either  as  a  person,  or  as  a 
public  figure,  than  I  am.  Searching  hopefully  for  evi¬ 
dence  of  “anti-Semitism”  in  me,  the  investigators  of 
the  Board  of  Deputies  in  1992  came  up  empty- 
handed  in  their  secret  report  to  be  planted  on  the 
Canadian  government:  they  confirmed  that  I  had 
dealings  with  Jews  in  my  professional  life,  and 
added  that  I  “use  this  as  an  excuse”  to  say  that  I  am 
not  an  anti-Semite.  These  people  are  hard  to  please: 
“He  is  far  too  clever  an  opponent,”  the  Board  write 
“to  openly  admit  to  being  an  anti-Semite.”  “W. 
endorse  all  condemnation  of  anti-Semitism,”  they 
quote  me  as  writing  in  my  newsletter  issued  on  Jan¬ 
uary  31,  1982.  All  of  these  things,  including  this 
secret  1992  Intelligence  report  filed  by  the  Board  of 
Deputies,  were  disclosed  to  these  Defendants  in  my 
Discovery. 

The  Defense  quoted  a  passage  from  a  speech 
delivered,  they  said,  in  May  1992.  In  fact,  as  my 
diary  confirms,  it  was  delivered  in  May  1993,  by 
which  time  my  family  and  I  had  been  subjected  to  a 
catalogue  of  insults  by  the  leaders  of  these  various 
bodies.  If  a  writer’s  books  are  banned  and  burnt,  his 
bookshops  smashed,  his  hands  manacled,  his  per- 
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son  assaulted,  his  printers  burned  down,  his  access 
to  the  world’s  archives  denied,  his  family’s  liveli¬ 
hood  destroyed,  his  phone  lines  jammed  with 
obscene  and  threatening  phone  calls  and  death 
threats,  his  house  beset  by  violent  and  angry  mobs, 
the  walls  and  posts  around  his  address  plastered 
with  stickers  inciting  the  public  to  violence  against 
him,  and  a  wreath  sent  to  him  with  a  foul  and  taunt¬ 
ing  message  upon  the  death  of  his  oldest  daughter 
—  then  it  ill  behoves  people  to  offer  cheap  criticism 
if  the  writer  finally  stops  turning  the  other  cheek 
and  rounds  upon  his  tormentors. 

In  this  respect  I  single  out  the  Executive  Direc¬ 
tor  of  the  Board  of  Deputies,  Mr.  Michael  Whine, 
whose  organization  staged  the  demonstrations  out¬ 
side  my  home  of  such  a  violent  and  ugly  nature  that 
police  reinforcements  had  to  be  called.  Whine  had 
caused  defamatory  documents  about  me  to  be 
placed  in  the  files  of  foreign  governments  with  the 
intention  that  my  free  access  to  those  countries 
should  be  impeded.  He  had  caused  the  surroundings 
of  my  home  to  be  stickered  with  labels  bearing 
inflammatory  slogans  inciting  violence  against  me. 
Some  of  these  offensive  items  have  been  before  the 
Court.  Whine  had  issued  a  press  release  in  January 
1993,  no  doubt  one  of  many,  in  which  he  accused  me 
of  attending  “Nazi  Training  Camps.”  My  only 
response,  as  Your  Lordship  has  seen,  apart  from  a 
failed  and  very  costly  attempt  to  sue  his  Board  of 
Deputies  in  libel,  during  which  they  did  not  plead 
justification,  but  merely  that  I  was  out  of  time,  was 
to  make  fun  of  Whine’s  name.  That  may  have  been 
tasteless,  but  it  was  not  anti-Semitism,  and  it  was 
certainly  justified  under  the  circumstances. 

The  references  that  I  have  made  to  what  is  now 
formally  called  the  instrumentalization  of  the  Holo¬ 
caust  have  also  been  adduced  as  evidence  of  anti- 
Semitism.  Are  non-Jews  disbarred  from  making  a 
criticism  that  is  being  made  increasingly  vocally  by 
others,  such  as  Professor  Peter  Novick  [author  of 
The  Holocaust  in  American  Life]?  Or  by  Leon  Wie- 
seltier,  literary  editor  of  the  New  Republic ?  He 
wrote  there  on  May  3,  1993,  at  page  20: 

“It’s  a  sad  fact,”  said  the  principal  philanthro¬ 
pist  of  the  grotesque  Simon  Wiesenthal  Center 
in  Los  Angeles,  “that  Israel  and  Jewish  educa¬ 
tion  and  all  the  other  familiar  buzzwords  no 
longer  seem  to  rally  Jews  behind  the  commu¬ 
nity.  The  Holocaust,  though,  works  every  time.” 
His  candor  was  refreshing,  even  if  it  was 
obscene.  On  the  subject  of  the  extermination  of 
the  Jews  of  Europe,  the  Jews  of  America  are 
altogether  too  noisy. 

I  would  also  draw  your  Lordship’s  attention  to 
the  article  by  Norman  Finkelstein  in  the  London 
Review  of  Books  of  January  6,  2000,  whose  title 


gives  the  whole  tenor  of  the  piece:  “How  the  Arab- 
Israeli  War  of  1967  gave  birth  to  a  memorial  indus¬ 
try.”  Finkelstein  makes  in  this  piece  the  sarcastic 
comment:  “Every  questioning  of  the  uniqueness  of 
the  Holocaust  is  taken  by  American  Jews  to  be  an 
example  of  Holocaust  denial.”  I  could  produce  a 
sheaf  of  such  quotations;  they  are  all  equally  near 
the  knuckle,  equally  true,  and  no  more  anti-Semitic 
than  my  own  remarks  on  the  matter. 

As  for  the  allegation  that  I  am  racist,  I  have  pro¬ 
duced  to  the  Court  enough  evidence  that  I  am  less 
reluctant  to  hire  Colored  personal  staff  than,  for 
example,  certain  legal  teams  evidently  are.  I  hire 
personal  staff  on  a  form  that  has  always  stated  my 
policy  that  we  are  an  equal  opportunity  employer: 
“We  do  not  and  will  not  discriminate  on  the  basis  of 
race,  religion,  national  origin,  sex,  age,  handicap, 
marital  status”  . . . 

I  voluntarily  provided  all  my  private  diaries  to 
the  defendants,  after  securing  the  proper  assur¬ 
ances.  Those  diaries  total  some  20  million  words. 
Mr.  Rampton  produced  from  them  one  19-word 
ditty,  attached  to  another  quite  harmless  one  about 
the  “messica  dressica”  of  my  infant  daughter  Jes¬ 
sica.  [“I  am  a  baby  Aryan  /  Not  Jewish  or  sectarian  / 
I  have  no  plans  to  marry  an  /  Ape  or  Rastafarian.”] 
To  find,  in  all  those  diaries  and  telephone  conversa¬ 
tions  written  since  1959,  just  one  19-word  ditty 
[from  September  1994]  that  Mr.  Rampton  could  trot 
out  for  the  media  does  not  suggest  that  I  am  as 
obsessed  with  race  and  racism  as  he,  or,  for  that 
matter,  the  newspapers  that  report  these  things  . . . 

The  Speeches  and  Lectures 

My  Lord,  the  Defendants  have  also  fished  into 
my  lectures  and  writings  and  books,  all  of  which 
have  been  provided  to  them  —  literally  millions  of 
words  —  and  they  have  put  into  evidence  a  minute 
fraction  of  those  words,  comparable  to  the  one-mil¬ 
lionth  part  of  the  diaries  which  the  ditty  repre¬ 
sented. 

I  am  not  going  to  defend  or  justify  those  utter¬ 
ances  seriatim.  In  general  I  would  invite  your  Lord- 
ship  to  pick  out  one  such  utterance  as  a  sample;  to 
reach  then  for  the  transcript  of  the  entire  speech  — 
to  take  note  of  the  rest  of  its  content,  its  clear  refer¬ 
ences  to  the  very  real  sufferings  of  the  Jews,  the  liq¬ 
uidations,  the  Bruns  Report  and  the  rest;  and  then 
ask:  Was  the  remark  true,  was  it  explicable,  was  it 
rhetorically  justified  as  part  of  the  skilled  lecturer’s 
armory? 

Your  Lordship  has  been  told  of  my  remark  that 
more  women  had  died  on  Kennedy’s  back  seat  than 
in  that  gas  chamber  at  Auschwitz  —  the  one  shown 
to  the  tourists.  It  is  tasteless  but,  quite  literally, 
true.  It  is,  as  I  have  now  shown  in  this  court,  even 
true  if  the  main  “gas  chamber”  at  Birkenau  is 
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brought  into  the  equation,  the  notorious  Krema  II 
“factory  of  death,”  because  the  eye-witnesses  lied 
about  that  one  too.  The  Poles  have  admitted  that  the 
Auschwitz  [main  camp]  building  and  its  chimney 
are  a  post- 1945  fake.  [See:  R.  Faurisson,  “The  ‘Gas 
Chamber’  of  Auschwitz  I,”  Sept.-Dee.  1999  Journal, 
pp.  12-13.]  My  colorful  language  was  a  rhetorical 
way  of  bringing  that  extraordinary  revelation  home 
to  audiences. 

Extremist  Organizations  and  People 

My  files  confirm  that  I  occasionally  addressed 
audiences  [in  Germany]  of  the  Association  for  Free 
Journalism  (GfP),  the  National  Democratic  Party 
(NPD),  and  the  German  People’s  Union  (DVU)  ...  I 
disclosed  to  the  Defendants  English  translations  of 
the  policy  leaflets  and  manifestos  of  these  bodies, 
which  in  my  submission  do  not  show  them  to  be 
extreme  in  any  way.  These  were,  furthermore,  bod¬ 
ies  which  were  accepted  at  that  time  under  Ger¬ 
many’s  very  strict  laws  as  being  legal  and  constitu¬ 
tional. 

The  Court  is  more  concerned,  I  believe,  with 
individual  personages.  I  have  not  the  slightest 
doubt  that  the  Court  will  find  that  I  did  not  have 
any  meaningful  contact  with  the  ugly  ragbag  of  neo- 
Nazi  extremists  mentioned  by  Professor  Hajo 
Funke  people  with  whom,  to  make  the  point  quite 
clearly,  the  Defendants,  their  experts,  and  their 
legal  team  seem  more  familiar  than  I.  Most  of  the 
names  were  completely  unknown  to  me,  and  the 
defense  have  sought  in  vain  for  them  in  my  diaries 
and  papers,  to  which,  I  emphasize  yet  again,  I  gave 
them  unlimited  and  privileged  access.  This  has  not 
stopped  them  from  bringing  them  forward,  and 
mentioning  these  alleged  links  in  open  Court,  in  an 
attempt  to  smear  me  still  further  —  with  an  eye 
particularly  to  the  German  media  . . . 

May  I  again  remind  Your  Lordship  of  my  basic 
principle  on  lecturing.  Unlike  the  Defendants,  who 
have  proudly  stated  that  they  refuse  to  debate  with 
opponents,  I  have  expressed  a  readiness  to  address 
all  and  any  who  are  willing  to  listen  . . . 

I  may  secondly  point  out  that  were  it  not  for  the 
clandestine  activities  of  the  violent  and  extremist 
bodies  dedicated  to  destroying  my  right  to  free 
speech,  and  the  rights  of  all  audiences  in  the  United 
States  and  elsewhere  —  at  Berkeley,  at  Dublin,  at 
Pretoria,  or  wherever  —  to  hear  my  opinions;  and 
equally  dedicated  to  intimidating  my  publishers 
around  the  world  and  smashing  bookstore  windows; 
—  were  it  not  for  their  hate-campaign,  I  would  have 
been  enabled  to  continue  in  the  normal  manner 
with  my  exemplary  professional  career. 

It  rings  hollow  that  the  same  shabby  bodies  who 
have  generated  the  hatred  against  me,  now  point 
their  crooked  fingers  at  me  and  abuse  me,  using  the 


very  considerable  privileges  afforded  to  them  by 
this  Court,  for  continuing  to  make  my  voice  heard 
wherever  I  can;  and  that  when  I  use  words  to 
describe  them  in  detail,  which  they  well  deserve, 
they  wring  their  hands  and  lament  about  “extrem¬ 
ism.” 

I  have  pointed  out  that  so  far  as  Germany  is  con¬ 
cerned,  none  of  the  German  bodies  who  invited  me 
to  speak  was  illegal  or  banned.  In  fact  when  first 
invited  to  address  the  German  People’s  Union,  I 
wrote  to,  and  telephoned,  the  German  embassy,  as 
the  documents  in  my  Discovery  show,  and  asked 
them  specifically  whether  this  was  a  legal  and  con¬ 
stitutional  body.  The  embassy  confirmed  in  writing 
on  July  25,  1984,  that  it  was.  The  “extremism”  was 
in  the  eye  of  the  beholder.  The  further  to  the  Left  the 
beholder  squinted  from,  the  more  distant  these  bod¬ 
ies  may  have  seemed  from  him  . . . 

As  for  his  [Prof.  Funke’s]  allegation  here  in  court 
that  I  “should  have  known”  that  various  organiza¬ 
tions  [in  Germany]  were  going  to  be  banned  in  years 
ahead:  it  is  difficult  for  an  Englishman,  coming  from 
a  country  with  deeper  democratic  traditions  than 
Professor  Funke’s,  to  implant  himself  into  the  brain, 
or  mind-set,  of  the  authoritarian  German  mold, 
where  book-burning  is  now  once  again  de  rigueur, 
where  a  German  academic  like  Funke  does  not  bat 
an  eyelid  upon  hearing  that  a  teacher  is  still  serving 
a  seven-year  jail  sentence  imposed  for  chairing  a 
lecture  at  which  I  spoke,  where  the  two  District 
Court  judges  who  acquitted  that  teacher  were  repri¬ 
manded,  and  finally  retired  in  disgrace,  by  order  of 
the  minister  of  justice,  and  where  recently  govern¬ 
ments  have  begun  routinely  banning  fringe  opposi¬ 
tion  parties  and  circumscribing  even  their  legal 
activities.  Germany  now  has  several  hundred  polit¬ 
ical  prisoners  in  her  jails. 

The  security  authorities  in  Germany,  so  readily 
quoted  by  Professor  Funke,  are  nothing  more  than 
the  political  arm  of  each  provincial  or  federal  minis¬ 
ter  of  the  interior.  They  have  little  concern  with 
legality.  As  the  Frankfurter  Allgemeine  Zeitung 
reported  on  September  15,  1995,  Dr.  Ernst  Uhrlau, 
president  of  the  Hamburg  branch  of  the  Office  for 
the  Protection  of  the  Constitution  (BfV)  said:  “The 
persistent  steps  taken  by  the  state  authorities 
against  right-wing  extremists  have  largely  para¬ 
lyzed  their  legal  possibilities  of  action.”  The  paralyz¬ 
ing  of  the  “legal  possibilities  of  action”  of  opposition 
parties  can  hardly  be  considered  a  matter  for  pride 
in  any  normal  democratic  government.  None  of 
these  banned  parties  has  anything  to  do  with  vio¬ 
lence. 

My  general  response  to  this  attempt  at  “guilt  by 
association”  is  to  compare  it  with  the  worst  excesses 
of  the  inquisitions  conducted  by  Senator  Joseph 
McCarthy  . . . 
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As  for  the  Institute  for  Historical  Review  (IHR): 
I  have  little  to  add  to  what  I  stated  in  my  various 
written  replies.  It  is  clearly  unsatisfactory,  though 
not  surprising,  that  establishment  scholars  feel  the 
need  to  dismiss  any  rival  body  of  scholars  as 
“extremist,”  merely  on  the  basis  that  these  others 
propagate  a  different  version  of  history  from  their 
own  “consensus”  version.  The  officials  of  the  IHR 
nearly  all  hold  academic  qualifications.  True,  they 
are  not  all  trained  historians,  but  then  neither  are 
some  of  the  most  famous  names  of  historians  in  both 
ancient  and  contemporary  times.  It  is  clear  from 
correspondence  before  the  court  that  I  recognized 
shortcomings  in  the  old  IHR,  and  was  keen  to  intro¬ 
duce  them  to  new  speakers  including  main  line 
scholars  and  historians  like  John  Toland  (who  did  in 
fact  speak  there),  Professor  Ernst  Nolte,  and 
Michael  Beschloss. 

I  am  not,  and  never  have  been,  an  official  of  the 
IHR;  at  most,  one  of  many  friendly  advisers.  As  for 
speaking  engagements,  my  association  with  the 
IHR  has  been  the  same  as  my  association  was  with, 
for  instance,  the  Cambridge  University  Fabian  Soci¬ 
ety,  or  the  Trinity  College  Dublin  Literary  and 
Debating  group,  or  any  other  body  of  enlightened 
people  keen  to  hear  alternative  views. 

Professor  Evans,  in  his  odious  attempts  to  smear 
and  defile  my  name,  which  I  hope  will  long  haunt 
him  in  the  common  rooms  of  Cambridge,  called  me 
a  frequent  speaker  at  the  IHR.  And  may  I  say,  So 
what:  none  of  my  lectures  had  a  Holocaust-denial, 
or  anti-Semitic,  or  extremist  theme.  I  spoke  on 
Churchill,  on  Pearl  Harbor,  on  Rommel,  on  the 
Goebbels  diaries,  on  my  Eichmann  papers  find,  and 
on  general  problems  of  writing  history.  The  Court 
has  learned  that  I  have  in  fact  addressed  functions 
of  the  IHR  only  five  times  in  17  years,  one  lecture 
each  time.  No  amount  of  squirming  by  this  expert 
witness  could  increase  that  figure.  It  is  true  that  I 
socialized  before  or  after  the  event  with  the  IHR 
officials  and  their  wives.  So  what.  It  is  true  that  I 
use  their  warehousing  facilities.  So  what.  It  is  true 
that  the  IHR  (along  with  thousands  of  other  retail 
outlets)  sell  my  books.  So  what. 

It  is  also  true  that  I  introduced  them  to  subjects 
which  some  members  of  the  audience  found  deeply 
uncomfortable,  for  instance  the  confessions  of  Adolf 
Eichmann,  the  harrowing  Bruns  Report,  and  the 
Kristallnacht .  [See,  for  example,  Irving’s  address  to 
the  1992  IHR  Conference,  and  his  exchange  with 
Prof.  Faurisson  on  this  point,  in  the  March-April 
1993  Journal,  pp.  24-25,  and,  Irving’s  essay  in  the 
Jan.-Feb.  1995  Journal,  pp.  14-15,  from  his  address 
at  the  1994  IHR  Conference.]  I  would  willingly  read 
out  the  relevant  extracts  of  my  lectures  to  the  IHR, 
but  my  Lord,  through  the  courtesy  and  industry  of 
the  Defendants  solicitors,  which  I  have  had  cause 


already  to  praise,  Your  Lordship  is  already  funded 
with  extensive  transcripts  of  those  talks,  and  I 
would  ask  that  Your  Lordship  read  them  with  this 
paragraph  in  mind.  I  am  accused  of  telling  audi¬ 
ences  what  they  want  to  hear;  that  may  partially  be 
true,  but  by  Jove,  having  done  so  I  then  used  the 
goodwill  generated  like  that  to  tell  them  a  lot  of 
things  they  very  much  did  not  want  to  hear!  The 
Defendants  would  willingly  overlook  this  aspect  of 
my  association  with  the  IHR.  I  trust  that  the  Court 
will  not . . . 

There  remain  one  or  two,  in  my  view,  minor  mat¬ 
ters. 

The  Defendants  allege  that  I  willfully  exagger¬ 
ated  the  Dresden  death  roll  in  my  1963  book  The 
Destruction  of  Dresden,  and  afterwards,  and  had  no 
basis  for  my  figures.  In  fact  I  have  satisfied  this 
Court,  I  believe,  that  at  all  times  (a)  I  set  and  pub¬ 
lished  the  proper  upper  and  lower  limits  for  the  esti¬ 
mates  that  I  gave,  giving  a  range  of  figures  which 
necessarily  decreased,  overall,  over  the  years  as  our 
state  of  information  improved;  (b)  I  had  adequate 
basis  for  the  various  figures  which  I  provided  in  my 
works. 

It  has  to  be  said  that  authors  have  little  or  no 
control  over  the  content  of  books  sub-licensed  to 
other  publishers.  Revisions  are  not  encouraged  for 
cost  reasons. 

I  have  always  been  aware  of  the  highly-charged 
political  nature  of  the  figures  quoted  for  this  event. 
The  highest  figure,  of  250,000,  which  I  only  men¬ 
tioned  in  my  works  as  the  maximum  ever  alleged, 
was  given  for  example  by  the  German  Chancellor 
Dr.  Konrad  Adenauer  in  an  official  West  German 
government  publication  which  I  showed  the  court . . . 

The  lowest  figures  only  became  available  in  a 
book  published  in  1994  by  Friedrich  Reichert,  Ver- 
hrannt  bis  zur  Unkenntlichkeit.  A  copy  of  this  book 
was  provided  to  me  in  1997.  By  that  time  I  had 
already  published  the  latest  [1995-96],  updated  edi¬ 
tion  of  my  book,  now  called  Apocalypse  1945:  The 
Destruction  of  Dresden,  in  which  I  had  lowered  the 
death  roll  still  further  on  the  basis  of  my  own  inves¬ 
tigations  and  considerations.  This  was  the  first  edi¬ 
tion  over  which  I,  and  not  the  publisher,  had  total 
control  ... 


“The  prospect  of  domination  of  the  nation’s  scholars 
by  federal  employment,  project  allocations,  and  the 
power  of  money  is  ever  present  —  and  is  gravely  to 
be  regarded  ...” 

—  President  Dwight  Eisenhower,  “Farewell 
Address,”  January  17, 1961. 
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Press  Round-Up 

Media  Coverage  of  the  Irving-Lipstadt  Trial 

Compiled  by  Greg  Raven 


Historian  Irving  Says  He’s  Been  Object  of 
Campaign  of  Vilification 

Associated  Press,  March  15,  2000 

LONDON  —  Historian  David  Irving,  who  has 
outraged  survivors  of  Nazi  death  camps  by  saying 
the  Holocaust  was  exaggerated,  told  Britain’s  High 
Court  on  Wednesday  that  he  had  been  the  victim  of 
a  30-year  international  campaign  to  destroy  his  rep¬ 
utation  as  a  historian.... 

He  said  attempts  to  “suffocate”  his  publishing 
career  had  included  “hostile  groups”  applying  pres¬ 
sure  to  major  book  selling  chains  to  burn  or  destroy 
his  books. . . . 

Irving  told  the  packed  courtroom  the  case  was 
not  about  the  reputation  of  the  Holocaust  but  about 
his  reputation  “as  a  human  being,  as  an  historian  of 
integrity.” 

“A  judgment  in  my  favor  does  not  mean  that  the 
Holocaust  never  happened;  it  means  only  that  in 
England  today  discussion  is  still  permitted.” 

British  Holocaust  Trial  Ends  with  Claim  of 
Jewish  Conspiracy 

Douglas  Davis 

Jewish  Telegraphic  Agency,  March  15,  2000 

LONDON  —  David  Irving  told  the  High  Court  in 
London  this  week  that  some  of  the  world’s  largest 
Jewish  organizations  are  involved  in  an  interna¬ 
tional  conspiracy  against  him. 

The  self-described  Holocaust  revisionist’s  claim 
Wednesday  was  the  centerpiece  of  his  104-page  clos¬ 
ing  address  at  the  end  of  a  two-month  libel  case 
against  American  Holocaust  historian  Deborah  Lip- 
stadt  and  her  British  publisher,  Penguin  Books.... 

The  trial,  which  has  attracted  international 
attention,  has  been  described  as  the  most  important 
trial  involving  the  Holocaust  since  Adolf  Eichmann, 
the  chief  engineer  of  the  Holocaust,  was  convicted  in 
Israel  in  1961.... 

The  plaintiff  and  defendant  have  shown  sharply 
contrasting  styles.  Irving  —  who  served  as  his  own 
attorney  and  appeared  to  relish  the  spotlight  — 
wasted  no  opportunity  in  and  out  of  court  in  making 
statements  supporting  his  claims  that  Auschwitz 
was  not  a  death  camp  or  that  there  was  no  system¬ 
atic,  mass  destruction  of  Jews;  Lipstadt,  a  professor 


at  Emory  University  in  Atlanta,  has  sat  silently 
throughout  the  proceedings. 

Asserting  that  Israeli  Holocaust  specialist 
Yehuda  Bauer  paid  for  and  directed  Lipstadt’s  book, 
Irving  alleged  that  Bauer  urged  Lipstadt  to  incrim¬ 
inate  him. 

The  book,  said  Irving,  is  part  of  a  30-year  inter¬ 
national  campaign,  led  by  the  Anti-Defamation 
League,  the  American  Jewish  Committee,  the 
Simon  Wiesenthal  Center,  JTA,  the  Board  of  Depu¬ 
ties  of  British  Jews  and  others,  which  had  aimed  to 
discredit  him. 

“It  is  quite  evident  that  the  ADL,  in  cahoots  with 
Lipstadt,  set  itself  the  task  of  destroying  my  career,” 
he  said,  asserting  that  “the  real  defendants  in  this 
case  are  not  represented  in  this  court.”  But,  he 
added,  “We  have  them  to  thank  for  the  spectacle 
that  has  been  presented  in  this  courtroom  since 
January.” 

Without  their  financial  assistance,  he  said,  it  is 
doubtful  whether  the  expensive  defense  team  could 
have  “mounted  this  colossal  assault  on  my  name.” 

“This  blinding  and  expensive  spotlight  has  been 
focused  on  the  narrowest  of  issues,”  he  said,  “yet  it 
has  still  generated  more  noise  than  illumination.” 

Irving  was  particularly  scathing  about  JTA.  He 
claimed  the  news  agency  provided  material  in  1992 
for  Lipstadt’s  assertion  that  Irving  was  to  have  par¬ 
ticipated  in  a  gathering  in  Sweden,  which  was  later 
canceled,  that  would  have  been  a  “confluence 
between  anti-Israel,  anti-Semitic  and  Holocaust 
denial  forces.”... 

Irving  also  claimed  that  a  1995  JTA  report 
accused  him  of  “having  supplied  the  trigger  mecha¬ 
nism  for  the  Oklahoma  City  bomb.” 

Revisionist  History 

Seth  Gitell 

Boston  Phoenix,  March  16,  2000 

Reform  Party  presidential  hopeful  Patrick 
Buchanan  answered  questions  Tuesday  [March  14] 
on  WTKK  FM  96.9  with  talk-show  host  Jay  Severin, 
a  friend  and  former  aide  to  the  perennial  candidate. 
Responding  to  a  call  on  the  show,  Buchanan 
repeated  assertions  about  the  Holocaust  that  he’s 
made  in  the  past  —  assertions  that  minimize  Hit¬ 
ler’s  guilt.  “If  Hitler  had  won,  and  overrun  the 
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Soviet  Union  quickly,  you  might  have  had  no  Holo¬ 
caust  whatsoever,”  Buchanan  said.  He  added  that 
he’s  preparing  to  write  a  book  documenting  his 
belief  —  leading  this  listener  to  think  that  Bucha¬ 
nan  is  preparing  to  join  the  ranks  of  David  Irving 
and  other  Holocaust  deniers. 

Holocaust  Trial  about  Freedom,  Says  Irving 

Michael  Horsnell 

The  Times  (London),  March  16,  2000 

David  Irving,  the  controversial  Hitler  historian, 
said  yesterday  that  if  a  judge  ruled  against  him  in 
his  libel  trial,  academics  could  become  too  scared  to 
discuss  the  Holocaust.... 

He  said  his  editor  at  Macmillans  had  issued  a 
secret  order  in  July  1992  to  destroy  several  thou¬ 
sand  copies  of  all  three  volumes  of  his  Hitler  biogra¬ 
phy  worth  hundreds  of  thousands  of  pounds. 

Mr.  Irving  said  his  family  was  placed  in  constant 
fear  and  West  End  Central  Police  Station  in  London 
had  asked  to  film  inside  his  Mayfair  flat  in  case  they 
needed  to  be  rescued. 

He  added:  “For  12  months  after  our  young  child 
—  Jessica  —  was  born,  we  lived  with  a  wicker  Moses 
basket  in  the  furthest  comer  of  our  apartment  near 
a  window,  attached  to  a  length  of  wire  rope  in  case 
the  building  was  set  on  fire  and  we  had  to  lower  her 
to  safety  ...  I  have  lived  since  then  with  a  four-foot 
steel  spike  stowed  in  a  strategic  point  inside  my 
apartment.  No  historian  should  have  to  live  with  his 
family  in  a  civilized  city  under  such  conditions.” 

Irving:  (l  Aided  Shoah  Research’ 

Helen  Jacobus 

Jewish  Chronicle  (London),  March  17,  2000 

In  his  closing  statement  on  Wednesday  [March 
15],  David  Irving  stood  by  his  view  that  Hitler  did 
not  know  about  the  Final  Solution. 

He  also  said  no  gas  chambers  had  been  used  for 
mass  extermination  at  Auschwitz.  And  he  told  Mr. 
Justice  Gray,  before  a  packed  public  gallery,  that 
there  had  been  “no  meaningful  research”  into  the 
Holocaust  until  his  book,  Hitler’s  War,  in  1977. 

“Far  from  being  a  ‘Holocaust-denier,’  my  work 
has  directly  increased  historical  research  into,  and 
understanding  of  the  Holocaust,”  he  said. 

He  said  the  defense  had  not  proved  he  had  “fal¬ 
sified”  history.  Though  they  were  backed  by  “multi- 
million-dollar  research,  this  does  not  invalidate  me 
as  an  historian.” 

He  maintained  an  international  network  — 
which  he  later  said  included  the  Board  of  Deputies 
and  the  Institute  of  Jewish  Affairs  —  had  waged  a 
campaign  against  him.  Professor  Deborah  Lips- 
tadt’s  book,  Denying  the  Holocaust,  had  been  “the 


climax  of  this  campaign.” 

This  had  resulted  in  loss  of  income.  “Because  of 
the  inescapable  conclusion  that  Hitler  had  probably 
not  ordered,  or  been  aware  until  relatively  late,  of 
the  ultimate  fate  of  the  European  Jews,  I  forfeited 
“perhaps  half-a-million  dollars”  in  publishing  deals, 
he  said. 

Much  of  Mr.  Irving’s  closing  submission  focused 
on  what  he  termed  proof  at  the  trial  that  a  complex 
of  buildings  at  Auschwitz  was  not  “a  slaughter¬ 
house”  —  a  contention  that  prompted  defense  coun¬ 
sel  Richard  Rampton  to  intervene,  at  one  point,  to 
contend  that  the  historian  was  misrepresenting  evi¬ 
dence  heard  in  the  two-month-long  libel  hearing. 
Mr.  Irving  said  there  was  no  forensic  evidence  to 
prove  the  roof  of  a  gas  chamber  at  Auschwitz  had 
been  built  with  holes  through  which  SS  guards 
could  have  thrown  “canisters  of  cyanide-soaked  pel¬ 
lets.” 

He  said  the  defendants’  “entire  case,  the  untruth 
that  crematorium  II  was  used  as  a  factory  of  death 
. . .  has  caved  in,  as  surely  as  had  that  roof.”  He  also 
said  the  figure  of  six  million  Jewish  victims  of  the 
Holocaust  had  been  a  “back-of-the-envelope  calcula¬ 
tion  by  American  Jewish  leaders”  whom  the  prose¬ 
cutor  in  the  Nuremberg  trials  had  met  in  1945. 

Referring  to  right-wing  groups  in  Germany 
which  he  had  addressed  and  had  since  been  out¬ 
lawed,  Mr.  Irving  added:  “Germany  now  has  several 
hundred  political  prisoners  in  its  jails.” 

A  Question  of  History:  Why  I  Spoke  Up  for 
David  Irving 

Peter  Millar 

Sunday  Times  (London),  March  1 9,  2000 

Playing  the  devil’s  advocate  is  something  most 
writers  can  cope  with.  It  is  another  thing  entirely 
getting  an  e-mail  from  him  asking  you  to  be  his  wit¬ 
ness  in  court. 

David  Irving,  of  course,  is  not  the  devil.  Or  so  he 
maintains.  He  has,  he  says,  been  demonized  by  a 
global  conspiracy  determined  to  ruin  him  and 
enforce  his  silence.  That  has  been  the  essence  of  his 
libel  case  now  awaiting  judgment  in  the  High  Court. 
As  Joseph  Goebbels’s  biographer,  he  does  not  quite 
echo  the  man  he  considers  the  real  architect  of  the 
Third  Reich’s  crimes,  and  say  it  is  a  “Jewish-Com- 
munist  conspiracy.”  But  he  comes  close. 

Such  is  Irving’s  ogre  status  that  I  had  some  trep¬ 
idation  even  appearing  in  the  witness  stand  — 
called  by  a  man  who  says  the  greatest  crime  in 
human  history  is  largely  a  myth  —  in  a  capacity 
that  shocked  friends,  described  (wholly  mistakenly) 
as  “for  the  defense.”  Mistakenly,  because  Irving  is 
the  claimant.  I  was  doing  something  even  more 
apparently  outrageous:  appearing,  in  a  loose  and 
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non-legalistic  manner  of  speaking,  “for  the  prosecu¬ 
tion.” 

Unlike  me,  Sir  John  Keegan,  defense  editor  of 
The  Daily  Telegraph  and  an  eminent  historian  who 
praised  Irving’s  book  Hitler’s  War  for  its  research, 
had  to  be  subpoenaed  into  the  witness  box.  Under 
oath,  he  admitted  that  his  refusal  to  give  evidence 
was  based  on  fears  of  being  “misunderstood.”  Irving 
said  that  was  proof  of  the  strength  of  the  conspiracy 
against  him.... 

If  even  half  of  Irving’s  claims  were  true,  it  would 
—  as  he  insists  —  be  evidence  of  a  massive  conspir¬ 
acy  of  lies  and  distortion.  A  conspiracy  that,  except 
to  Irving  and  a  few  others,  defies  belief. 

It  would  be  sad  if  we  allowed  political  correct¬ 
ness  to  condemn  Irving  for  thinking  (or  even  saying) 
the  unsayable.  Nor  is  it  our  affair  if  he  believes  the 
unbelievable.  But  what  if  he  preaches  it...? 

Could  David  Irving  Succeed? 

Douglas  Davis 

Jewish  Telegraphic  Agency,  March  20,  2000 

...  Was  Auschwitz  really  a  death  camp  where 
Jews  were  systematically  slaughtered  en  masse? 
Did  the  Holocaust  really  happen?  Did  Hitler  order, 
still  less  know  about,  the  destruction  of  European 
Jewry?  No,  no,  no,  thundered  Irving. 

Given  the  wealth  of  historical  documentation, 
physical  evidence  and  eyewitness  testimonies, 
including  those  of  former  death  camp  comman¬ 
dants,  the  questions  might  have  been  redundant  to 
most  reasonable  people.  But  not,  apparently,  to  Irv¬ 
ing. 

To  Irving,  Auschwitz  was  an  awful  slave  labor 
camp  where  most  of  the  100,000  Jewish  inmates  — 
his  figure  —  died  of  natural  causes.  To  Irving,  the 
Holocaust  was  the  sum  total  of  all  the  casualties  of 
World  War  II.  To  Irving,  Hitler  was  the  best  friend 
the  Jews  had  in  the  Third  Reich. 

So  who  was  to  blame  for  the  suffering  of  the 
Jews?  Why,  says  Irving,  the  Jews  themselves  who, 
by  their  unspeakable  behavior  and  insatiable  greed, 
have  invited  the  hatred  and  persecution  of  their 
hosts  wherever  they  have  lived  over  the  past  3,000 
years.... 

Whatever  the  outcome,  it  would  be  entirely 
wrong  to  assume  that  Irving  is  a  cardboard  cut-out 
fascist  or  a  raving  lunatic.  His  public  speeches 
might  be  intemperate,  but  his  actions  are  carefully 
calculated.  He  is  a  prolific  author,  an  articulate 
spokesman  for  his  cause  and  he  has  a  presence  — 
physical  and  intellectual  —  that  commands  atten¬ 
tion. 

In  other  circumstances,  Irving  might  have  been 
a  front-line  academic,  a  political  leader  or  an  effec¬ 
tive  courtroom  advocate.  Instead,  he  has  found  a 


niche  for  himself  as  the  jewel  in  the  crown  of  right- 
wing  extremism,  its  intellectual  guiding  star. 

Holocaust  Deniers  Can’t  Be  Ignored 

Kenneth  Lasson 
Baltimore  Sun,  April  2,  2000 

...  Irving  maintains  that  he  is  a  legitimate  histo¬ 
rian  who  challenges  orthodox  views.  Here  are  a  cou¬ 
ple  of  his  statements: 

“I  don’t  see  any  reason  to  be  tasteful  about  [the 
gas  chambers  at]  Auschwitz.  It’s  baloney.  It’s  a  leg¬ 
end....  I  say  quite  tastelessly,  in  fact,  that  more 
women  died  on  the  back  seat  of  Edward  Kennedy’s 
car  at  Chappaquiddick  than  ever  died  in  a  gas 
chamber  in  Auschwitz....  The  holocaust  of  the  Ger¬ 
mans  of  Dresden  (right)  was  real.  The  holocaust  of 
the  Jews  in  the  Auschwitz  gas  chambers  is  a  fabri¬ 
cation.” 

“I  would  say  that  [Jews  are]  a  clever  race.  I 
would  say  that  as  a  race  they  are  better  at  making 
money  than  I  am.  That’s  a  racist  remark,  of  course. 
If  I  was  going  to  be  crude,  I  would  say  not  only  are 
they  better  at  making  money,  but  they  are 
greedy.”... 

. . .  the  trial  has  serious  ramifications.  “I  used  to 
wonder  why  one  must  even  dignify  such  an  absurd 
position,”  says  British  historian  Eric  A.  Johnson. 
Given  the  deniers’  increasing  numbers  and  influ¬ 
ence,  he  now  feels  they  can  no  longer  be  ignored. 

Indeed,  Irving  has  been  recognized  by  some  as  a 
meticulous  researcher.  By  his  own  account,  he’s 
“scrupulously  fair.”  But  if  Irving  is  able  to  dismiss 
the  testimony  of  tens  of  thousands  of  witnesses, 
where  does  that  leave  history?. . . 

But  Irving  is  hardly  a  lone  wolf  in  the  academic 
wilderness.  Many  university  libraries  classify  Holo¬ 
caust-denial  books  under  “Holocaust.”  Ignorance 
about  what  happened  is  widespread  and  growing; 
recent  polls  found  that  38  percent  of  American  high 
school  students  and  28  percent  of  American  adults 
could  not  identify  the  Holocaust. 

There  can  be  little  doubt  that  Holocaust  denial 
will  gain  strength  once  there  are  no  more  victims 
alive  to  supply  eyewitness  testimony  about  Nazi 
atrocities. 

The  need  to  remember  is  made  all  the  more  crit¬ 
ical  by  the  existence  of  well-known  political  figures 
who  at  various  times  express  sympathy  for  accused 
Nazi  war  criminals  or  doubt  the  extent  of  the  Holo¬ 
caust,  such  as  Patrick  Buchanan  and  Louis  Farra- 
khan.... 

In  1947,  Thomas  Dodd,  the  former  U.S.  senator 
who  was  one  of  the  American  prosecutors  at  the 
Nuremberg  Trials,  said  of  the  evidence  he  was  about 
to  present  that  “the  proof  will  be  so  overwhelming 
that  I  venture  to  predict  not  one  word  I  have  spoken 


The  Journal  of  Historical  Review  —  March  /  April  2000 


49 


will  be  denied.”  Of  course,  Dodd  hadn’t  counte¬ 
nanced  Irving,  who  himself  is  living  proof  that  one 
may  be  both  a  scholar  and  a  bigot.  As  the  generation 
of  survivors  dwindles,  whose  words  will  win? 

Lipstadt:  Libel  Trial  Strengthened  Me 

Janine  Zacharia 

The  Jerusalem  Post,  April  4,  2000 

PHOENIX,  Arizona  —  Deborah  Lipstadt,  the  US 
professor  of  Holocaust  studies  who  is  fighting  a  libel 
suit  filed  by  Holocaust  denier  David  Irving  in 
England,  told  The  Jerusalem  Post  this  week  she  has 
been  strengthened  by  the  experience.... 

Asked  about  Israel’s  decision  to  release  the 
prison  papers  of  Adolf  Eichmann  to  help  her  case, 
Lipstadt  said  she  was  grateful  to  the  Israeli  govern¬ 
ment  for  the  decision,  but  her  lawyers  had  not  used 
them.  “The  Eichmann  papers  were  important.  But 
we  didn’t  use  them  in  the  trial  really  because  they 
came  in  very  late,”  she  said. 

Faux  Historians’  Political  Agendas  Deserve 
Exposure 

George  Will 

The  Washington  Post,  April  6,  2000 

...  Irving,  whose  current  ideological  purposes 
prevent  him  from  writing  real  history,  fancies  him¬ 
self  a  “revisionist,”  a  term  of  scholarship  that  he  and 
kindred  spirits  have  hijacked  for  their  anti-Semitic 
purposes.  Lipstadt  is  author  of  the  1993  book  Deny¬ 
ing  the  Holocaust:  The  Growing  Assault  on  Truth 
and  Memory,  in  which  she  called  Irving  “one  of  the 
most  dangerous  spokespersons  for  Holocaust 
denial.”  He  is  dangerous  because  he  is  indefatigable, 
skillful  and  cunning  in  mining  archival  material  to 
give  his  tendentious  arguments  a  patina  of  scholar¬ 
ship.... 

Holocaust  denial  and  revisionism  is  a  tangle  of 
assertions,  many  of  them  made  simultaneously  and 
never  mind  the  mind-bending  contradictions.  The 
assertions  include: 

The  Holocaust  (the  killing  of  both  sexes  and  all 
ages  of  an  entire  human  group  as  quickly  as  possi¬ 
ble  using  the  full  employment  of  the  resources  of  a 
modern  industrial  state)  never  happened;  many 
people  died  in  camps  but  only  as  a  result  of  wartime 
stresses  (excessive  labor,  inadequate  hygiene,  mis¬ 
guided  security  measures);  the  gas  chambers  were 
only  for  showers  or  fumigation;  the  gas  Zyklon  B 
was  too  weak  to  produce  mass  deaths,  or  so  strong  it 
would  have  killed  persons  emptying  the  chambers; 
the  Holocaust  happened  but  not  on  the  scale  propa¬ 
gandized  by  Jewish  interests  for  political  and  finan¬ 
cial  gain  (German  “confirmations”  were  made  to 
curry  favor  with  their  captors);  it  happened  but  it 


was  not  Hitler’s  fault  (overzealous  subordinates 
acted  without  his  knowledge);  it  happened  but  it 
was  the  Jews’  fault  (for  frustrating  Hitler’s 
attempts  to  achieve  Germany’s  reasonable  aims 
diplomatically). . . . 

What  worries  Lipstadt  most  is  not  the  historical 
amnesia  of  millions  of  barely  educated  people.  And 
what  worries  her  most  is  not  the  epistemological 
indeterminacy  of  ignorant  sophisticates  in  aca¬ 
demia  who  preach  that  there  are  no  facts,  only 
“interpretations”  based  on  individuals’  “perspec¬ 
tives,”  so  everything  is  a  matter  of  mere  opinion  and 
all  opinions,  including  Irving’s,  are  created  equal. 

Rather,  what  worries  her  most  is  hatred  and  the 
political  agenda  of  the  haters.  Holocaust  deniers 
usually  espouse  a  generalized  racism  but  particu¬ 
larly  aim  to  vilify  Jews  and  delegitimize  Israel.  As 
survivors  of  the  Holocaust  and  others  with  first¬ 
hand  knowledge  of  it  die,  Holocaust  deniers  will 
redouble  their  efforts.  But  their  task  has  been  made 
more  difficult  by  what  Lipstadt  has  achieved  —  an 
emphatic  denunciation  of  those  who  torture  history 
in  order  to  rehabilitate  torturers  and  open  careers 
for  future  torturers. 

Historians  Fight  Battle  of  the  Books 

T.  R.  Reid 

The  Washington  Post,  April  6,  2000 

LONDON  —  The  emotional  and  engrossing  legal 
battle  playing  out  here  this  spring  was  initially 
billed  as  “the  Holocaust  on  trial.”  In  fact,  it  has 
turned  out  to  be  “history  on  trial,”  as  the  litigants 
argue  over  what  historians  should  be  allowed  to 
write  about  World  War  II  and  about  each  other. . . . 

The  case,  with  some  of  the  world’s  leading  World 
War  II  historians  in  the  witness  box,  was  initially 
expected  to  put  the  fact  of  the  Holocaust  itself  on 
trial.  But  Irving  scotched  that  issue  in  his  opening 
statement.  “No  person  ...  can  deny  that  the  tragedy 
actually  happened,”  he  said,  “however  much  we  dis¬ 
sident  historians  may  wish  to  quibble  about  the 
means,  the  scale,  the  dates  and  other  minutiae.” 

Instead,  the  courtroom  battle  dealt  mainly  with 
why  Irving  and  his  books  are  now  so  vilified.  Is  it 
because  Irving  is  “a  liar  ...  a  racist  and  a  rabid  anti- 
Semite,”  as  Lipstadt’s  lawyer  argued?  Or  is  it,  as 
Irving  sees  the  issue,  because  “an  international  con¬ 
spiracy”  determined  that  “there  is  a  single  politi¬ 
cally  correct  view  of  that  war,  and  no  historian  will 
be  allowed  to  challenge  it.”... 

In  one  of  the  more  stunning  moments  of  the  trial, 
Irving  argued  that  no  one  has  ever  found  a  signed 
order  from  Hitler  calling  for  the  extermination  of 
Jews.  Turning  toward  the  transfixed  spectators,  he 
said:  “I  have  to  remind  you  of  a  basic  principle  of 
English  law  —  that  a  man  is  innocent  until  he  is 
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proved  guilty.” 

Irving  does  not  stop  there.  He  maintains  that 
Anns  Frank’s  diary  is  “a  romantic  novel  rather  like 
Gone  With  the  Wind.”  He  says  the  number  of  Jews 
killed  by  the  Nazis  was  “far  smaller”  than  the 
widely  accepted  figure  of  six  million;  in  an  interview, 
Irving  said  the  number  was  “of  the  order  of  one  mil¬ 
lion.”  He  says  that  most  of  the  victims  died  of  dis¬ 
ease  or  were  shot  to  death,  and  “there  was  no  indus¬ 
try-scale  gassing  of  Jews.” 

Finally,  Irving  fills  his  books  with  comparisons 
that  Lipstadt  calls  “immoral  equivalencies.”  He 
denies  that  the  Jews  suffered  uniquely  in  World  War 
II.  He  compares  the  Nazi  killing  of  Jews  to  the 
Allies’  killing  of  German  civilians  in  bombing  raids. 
He  argues  that  the  word  “holocaust”  should  be  used 
to  describe  the  Allied  bombing  of  Dresden. 

Years  ago,  Irving  received  respectful  attention 
for  his  research  from  some  mainstream  histori¬ 
ans.... 

But  over  time,  Irving  became  increasingly  iso¬ 
lated.  He  was  convicted  of  violating  Germany’s 
Holocaust-denial  laws  and  barred  from  several 
countries.  Publishers  dropped  his  books  and  backed 
out  of  contracts  for  new  ones. 

Irving  concluded  that  these  sanctions  were  the 
work  of  a  conspiracy,  at  the  heart  of  which  was  Lip¬ 
stadt... 

Lipstadt’s  book  became  a  central  element  of  con¬ 
temporary  Holocaust  studies,  and  publishers  world¬ 
wide  brought  out  local  editions.  Penguin  Books  pub¬ 
lished  a  British  edition  in  1995.... 

The  result  has  been  a  trial  studded  with  long  lec¬ 
tures,  angry  exchanges  and  bitter  insults  ... 

At  one  point,  Irving  . . .  launched  into  a  long  exe¬ 
gesis  on  the  ballpoint-pen  markings  found  in  the 
manuscript  of  Anne  Frank’s  diary.  Rampton  stood 
up  and  complained:  “Really,  my  lord,  I  really  do 
think  this  is  becoming  the  most  frightful  waste  of 
time.” 

“Well,”  Gray  responded,  “at  least  this  one  is  rele¬ 
vant.” 

Even  if  Irving  wins,  it’s  difficult  to  imagine  that 
any  trial  result  could  make  up  for  the  losses  he  has 
sustained  in  recent  years. 

Verdict  Looms  in  Libel  Trial  of  Emory 
Scholar 

Bert  Roughton  Jr. 

Atlanta  Journal-Constitution,  April  9,  2000 

. . .  On  the  surface,  the  lawsuit  by  writer  David 
Irving  against  Emory  University  professor  Deborah 
Lipstadt  has  been  a  test  of  his  charge  that  she 
libeled  him  in  her  1994  book,  Denying  the  Holo¬ 
caust:  The  Growing  Assault  on  Truth  and  Memory. 

Yet,  in  many  ways,  the  case  has  been  an  explora¬ 


tion  of  basic  assumptions  about  what  happened  in 
Germany  and  Eastern  Europe  during  the  World 
War  II  era. 

The  Israeli  government  considered  the  trial 
important  enough  to  provide  Lipstadt’s  lawyers 
with  the  unpublished  prison  papers  of  Hitler  lieu¬ 
tenant  Adolf  Eichmann  to  help  undermine  Irving’s 
assertions.  However,  the  documents  were  too  late  to 
be  used  in  the  case. 

The  witness  box  has  been  filled  with  experts  who 
packed  the  record  with  documents  and  analyses  to 
sustain  accepted  accounts  of  the  Holocaust. . . . 

Irving  contends  the  Nazis  didn’t  kill  as  many  as 
six  million  Jews  in  a  systematic  extermination 
effort.  But  he  accepts  that  the  Nazis  were  responsi¬ 
ble  for  the  deaths  of  many  Jews,  maybe  one  million, 
most  of  whom  were  killed  by  malnutrition,  disease 
or  firing  squads. 

Furthermore,  he  contended  the  scope  of  the 
Holocaust  has  been  overblown  by  Jews  seeking  to 
boost  reparations  from  Germany. 

Irving  also  rejected  as  fiction  accounts  of  Nazis 
gassing  Jews  at  concentration  camps  and  says  the 
gas  chambers  still  seen  by  tourists  at  Auschwitz  are 
fakes. 

A  biographer  of  Hitler,  Irving  also  argued  that 
the  Nazi  leader  was  unaware  of  the  campaign 
against  Jews  and  other  minorities  until  late  in  the 
war.  Hitler,  in  Irving’s  words,  had  “a  Richard  Nixon 
kind  of  complex”  and  didn’t  really  want  to  know 
what  others  were  doing  to  Jews. 

In  his  104-page  closing  address,  Irving  asserted 
that  Lipstadt’s  book  had  been  financed  and  directed 
by  Israeli  Holocaust  specialist  Yehuda  Bauer,  then  a 
professor  at  the  Hebrew  University,  who,  he  said, 
had  urged  Lipstadt  to  incriminate  him. 

He  said  this  was  part  of  a  30-year  international 
campaign  against  him,  led  by  the  Anti-Defamation 
League,  the  American  Jewish  Committee,  the 
Simon  Wiesenthal  Center,  the  Board  of  Deputies  of 
British  Jews  and  others.  “It  is  quite  evident  that  the 
ADL,  in  cahoots  with  Lipstadt,  set  itself  the  task  of 
destroying  my  career,”  he  said. 

As  a  result  of  their  campaign,  he  said,  he  is 
banned  from  Germany,  Austria,  Canada,  Australia, 
New  Zealand  and  South  Africa. 

“I  have  been  subjected  since  at  least  1973,  and 
probably  before  then,  to  what  would  be  called  in 
warfare  a  ‘campaign  of  interdiction,”’  he  said....  He 
said  his  once  lucrative  career  as  an  author  and  pub¬ 
lic  speaker  has  been  left  in  ruins. 

Irving’s  War 

Andrew  Walker 
BBC  News,  April  1 1 , 2000 

...  David  John  Caldwell  Irving  was  born  in  1938, 
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the  son  of  a  Lieutenant  Commander  in  the  Royal 
Navy  who  had  seen  service  at  the  battle  of  Jutland. 
Although  he  entered  Imperial  College,  London,  to 
study  Physics,  Irving  failed  to  graduate. 

He  was  rejected  by  the  Royal  Air  Force  as  being 
medically  unfit  and  decided,  as  an  alternative  to 
National  Service,  to  move  to  Germany,  finding 
employment  as  a  steelworker  in  the  Ruhr. 

Returning  to  Britain,  he  wrote  a  controversial 
first  book,  The  Destruction  of  Dresden,  which 
described  the  1945  air  raid  on  the  city  as  “the  worst 
single  massacre  in  European  history.”  The  book  was, 
nevertheless,  popular  and  Irving  followed  it  with  a 
series  of  best-sellers,  including  The  Mare’s  Nest  and 
The  Virus  House,  about  the  Nazis’  atomic  research 
program.  In  1968  he  found  himself  in  court  follow¬ 
ing  the  publication  of  The  Destruction  of  Convoy 
PQ17.  Captain  J.  E.  Broome,  who  commanded  the 
doomed  convoy’s  escort,  sued  for  libel  and  won. 

But  Irving  bounced  back  and,  in  1977,  produced 
the  work  for  which  is  probably  best  known  —  Hit¬ 
ler’s  War.  The  book  looked  at  the  conduct  of  World 
War  II  from  Hitler’s  perspective,  “from  behind  the 
Fiihrer’s  desk,”  as  Irving  put  it. 

He  berated  fellow  historians  for  their  idleness 
over  research,  as  he  had  unearthed  a  vast  collection 
of  previously  unexploited  Nazi  documents  and  had 
conducted  many  interviews  with  members  of  Hit¬ 
ler’s  personal  staff  while  writing  the  book. 

The  vast  work,  which  took  13  years  to  produce, 
contained  the  astounding  thesis  that,  until  late 
1943,  Hitler  knew  nothing  of  the  Holocaust  and  that 
he  never  gave  the  order  for  the  physical  destruction 
of  European  Jewry.  He  offered  £1,000  to  anyone  who 
could  produce  a  written  document  showing  that  Hit¬ 
ler  had  given  such  an  order.  Indeed  in  the  following 
years,  Irving  went  even  further,  stating  that  gas 
chambers  did  not  exist  and  that  six  million  did  not 
die. 

At  the  time,  Irving  drew  high  praise.  Hugh 
Trevor-Roper  wrote,  “No  praise  can  be  too  high  for 
his  indefatigable  scholarly  industry”  and  A.  J.  P. 
Taylor  commended  his  “good  scholarship.” 

Most,  though,  were  outraged  by  what  they  saw 
as  Irving’s  unacceptable  views.  Irving  underwent 
verbal  attacks,  the  door  of  his  house  was  smashed 
with  a  sledgehammer  and  he  was  banned  from  Ger¬ 
many,  Australia  and  Canada. 

Irving  now  views  himself  as  a  champion  of  what 
he  calls  Real  History.  He  blames  a  vast,  largely  Jew¬ 
ish,  conspiracy  of  “the  traditional  enemies  of  free 
speech”  for  losing  book  contracts  and  income  and 
now  sees  his  works  published  free  online  on  his  own 
web  site. 


History  Under  Scrutiny 

Jon  Silverman 
BBC  News,  April  11,  2000 

The  marathon  libel  action  which  historian  David 
Irving  lost  against  American  academic  Deborah 
Lipstadt  has  been  about  history  and  truth.  And 
underpinning  the  trial  is  what  many  consider  the 
most  heinous  crime  of  the  20th  Century  —  the  Holo¬ 
caust. 

However,  in  his  closing  speech,  Mr.  Irving,  repre¬ 
senting  himself,  said  the  case  was  not  about  the 
Holocaust  but  about  “his  reputation  as  a  human 
being,  as  an  historian  of  integrity.”  He  told  Mr.  Jus¬ 
tice  Gray  that  a  judgment  in  his  favor  did  not  mean 
that  the  Holocaust  never  happened,  merely  that  in 
England,  discussion  was  still  permitted. 

His  opponents  agree  that  at  the  heart  of  the  case 
is  the  historian’s  reputation.  But  they  deny  that  his 
freedom  of  expression  is  an  issue.  And  they  allege 
that  Mr.  Irving’s  agenda  is  far  wider  than  an  aca¬ 
demic  interest  in  the  Holocaust.... 

Mr.  Irving  also  lost  ground  —  if  not  in  court  then 
amongst  Holocaust  deniers  —  by  admitting  that  he 
had  been  wrong  when  he  said  that  the  gassing  of 
Jews  in  trucks  was  done  “on  a  limited  and  experi¬ 
mental  basis”  only. 

This  was  the  first  time  in  36  years  that  the  Holo¬ 
caust  had  been  the  central  issue  of  a  libel  case  at  the 
High  Court.  And  for  that  reason,  the  judgment  is 
likely  to  be  quoted  for  many  years  to  come. 

History  Needs  David  Irvings 

Donald  Cameron  Watt 
Evening  Standard  (London),  April  1 1 , 2000 

...  Eight  months  before  the  case  came  to  court, 
The  New  York  Times  asked  a  number  of  leading 
American  and  British  historians  whether  they 
regarded  Irving  as  being  a  historian  “of  repute.”  The 
large  majority  of  those  polled,  ranging  from  the 
ultra-conservative  Right  to  the  ex-communist  Left, 
answered  yes.  Only  those  who  identify  with  the  vic¬ 
tims  of  the  Holocaust  disagreed.  For  them  Irving’s 
views  are  blasphemous  and  put  him  on  the  same 
level  of  sin  as  advocates  of  pedophilia.  In  a  number 
of  countries  “Holocaust  denial”  is  a  crime.  In  Britain 
and  America  pressure  is  brought  on  publishers  not 
to  print  works  embodying  this  version  of  history. 
Irving  claimed  the  accusation  to  be  a  threat  to  his 
livelihood;  he  sought  compensation;  and  he  sought 
to  silence  his  critics.  Make  no  mistake,  however. 
Both  sides  in  this  action  were  engaged  in  what  that 
great  historian  R.  H.  Tawney  once  called  “the  gladi¬ 
atorial  school  of  historical  controversy.” 

Penguin  was  certainly  out  for  blood.  The  firm  has 
employed  five  historians,  with  two  research  assis- 
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tants,  for  some  considerable  time  to  produce  750 
pages  of  written  testimony,  querying  and  checking 
every  document  cited  in  Irving’s  books  on  Hitler. 
Show  me  one  historian  who  has  not  broken  into  a 
cold  sweat  at  the  thought  of  undergoing  similar 
treatment. 

For  what  it  is  worth,  I  admire  some  of  Mr.  Irv¬ 
ing’s  work  as  a  historian.  Thirty-five  years  ago  I  col¬ 
laborated  with  him  in  the  publication  of  a  lengthy 
German  intelligence  document  on  British  policy  in 
the  12  months  before  the  British  declaration  of  war 
on  Germany  in  September  1939.  Ten  years  ago  he 
published,  on  his  own  in  German,  a  revised  version 
of  the  book.  From  every  point  of  view  it  was  a  con¬ 
siderable  advance  on  the  work  I  had  collaborated 
on.  He  had  found  a  lot  more  documents  and  had 
identified  and  interviewed  a  number  of  officers  of 
the  organization  in  question.  In  the  American 
archives  he  had  found  a  lengthy  post-war  American 
evaluation  of  the  organization,  incorporating  a  Brit¬ 
ish  intelligence  document,  which  will  now,  we  hope, 
be  released  to  the  Public  Record  Office.  Irving’s 
book,  The  Rise  and  Fall  of  the  Luftwaffe ,  is  still  rec¬ 
ommended  by  historians  of  the  war  in  the  air.  That 
is  one  side  of  Irving. 

As  a  historian  he  betrays  some  of  the  character¬ 
istic  faults  of  the  self-taught....  He  has  also  an  ency¬ 
clopedic  knowledge  of  the  truly  enormous  mass  of 
German  documentation  which  fell  into  the  hands  of 
the  victors  in  1945.  Moreover,  his  first  book,  on  the 
bombing  of  Dresden,  opened  to  him  private  papers, 
diaries  and  so  on,  previously  unknown,  of  “respect¬ 
able”  German  officials  who  had  gone  along  with  the 
Nazis.  No  book  of  his  has  ever  failed  to  come  up  with 
new  evidence.... 

Professional  historians  have  been  left  uneasy  by 
the  whole  business.  Many  distinguished  British  his¬ 
torians  in  the  past,  from  Edward  Gibbon’s  carica¬ 
tures  of  early  Christianity  to  A.  J.  P.  Taylor,  are  open 
to  the  accusation  that  they  allowed  their  political 
agenda  and  views  to  influence  their  professional 
practice  in  the  selection  and  interpretation  of  his¬ 
torical  evidence. 

. . .  The  truth  needs  an  Irving’s  challenges  to  keep 
it  alive. 

The  Trial  of  David  Irving  —  And  My  Part  in 
His  Downfall 

John  Keegan 

The  Daily  Telegraph  (London),  April  12,  2000 

The  news  that  David  Irving  has  lost  his  libel  case 
will  send  a  tremor  through  the  community  of  20th- 
century  historians.  For  more  than  a  year  now,  the 
gossip  between  them  has  been  about  whether  he 
would  lose  or  not,  a  subject  on  which  all  hedged  bets. 
“It  depends  whether  the  judge  goes  for  Holocaust 


denial  or  slurs  on  his  reputation,”  was  the  general 
view.  “If  the  first  he’ll  lose,  if  the  second  he  might  get 
away  with  it.” 

What  this  insider  talk  meant  was  that  Mr.  Irving 
might  well  persuade  the  judge  of  the  unfairness  of 
Professor  Lipstadt’s  accusations  of  his  bad  histori¬ 
cal  method.  That  was  what  he  cared  about  and  he 
would  no  doubt  argue  his  case  well.  If,  however,  her 
accusation  that  Irving’s  version  of  the  Holocaust 
was  so  untruthful  as  to  outweigh  his  merits  as  an 
otherwise  objective  historian,  then  he  would  get  no 
damages  and  have  to  pay  enormous  costs.... 

. . .  Prof  Lipstadt’s  case  was  that  the  bad  in  Irving 
was  so  bad  that  it  robbed  all  he  wrote  of  value.  Irv¬ 
ing’s  case  was  that,  if  some  historians  of  reputation 
praised  parts  of  his  work,  the  praise  extended  to  all 
his  work.  Both  positions  are,  of  course,  highly  artifi¬ 
cial. 

Fortunately,  I  did  not  have  to  give  my  opinion  of 
Prof  Lipstadt’s  work.  ... 

I  stepped  down  but  stayed  to  watch  the  rest  of 
the  morning’s  proceedings.  Mr.  Irving’s  performance 
was  very  impressive.  He  is  a  large,  strong,  hand¬ 
some  man,  excellently  dressed,  with  the  appearance 
of  a  leading  QC  [Queen’s  counsel].  He  performs  as 
well  as  a  QC  also,  asking,  in  a  firm  but  courteous 
voice,  precise  questions  which  demonstrate  his 
detailed  knowledge  of  an  enormous  body  of  mate¬ 
rial. 

There  it  was  all  around  us,  hundreds  of  box  files 
holding  thousands  of  pages  telling  in  millions  of 
words  what  had  been  done  and  suffered  in  Hitler’s 
Europe.  Irving  knows  the  material  paragraph  by 
paragraph.  His  skill  as  an  archivist  cannot  be  con¬ 
tested. 

Unfortunately  for  him,  the  judge  has  now 
decided  that  all-consuming  knowledge  of  a  vast 
body  of  material  does  not  excuse  faults  in  interpret¬ 
ing  it.  Irving,  the  judge  said,  “repeatedly  makes 
assertions  about  the  Holocaust  which  are  unsup¬ 
ported  by  or  contrary  to  the  historical  record.” 

...  [Irving]  wants  to  be  praised  for  his  source 
notes,  for  his  exegesis,  for  his  bibliographies,  for 
what  historians  call  “the  apparatus.” 

As  a  result,  his  books  positively  clank  and  groan 
under  the  weight  of  apparatus.  Very  good  it  is  too. 
Irving,  never  confident  enough  to  believe  what  he 
reads  about  himself,  really  is  admired  by  some  of 
those  whose  approval  he  seeks. . . . 

...  He  has,  in  short,  many  of  the  qualities  of  the 
most  creative  historians.  He  is  certainly  never  dull. 
Prof  Lipstadt,  by  contrast,  seems  as  dull  as  only  the 
self-righteously  politically  correct  can  be.  Few  other 
historians  had  ever  heard  of  her  before  this  case. 
Most  will  not  want  to  hear  from  her  again.  Mr.  Irv¬ 
ing,  if  he  will  only  learn  from  this  case,  still  has 
much  that  is  interesting  to  tell  us. 
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Irving’s  Defeat  in  London,  ‘Holocaust  Denial,’  and 
Austria’s  Haider 

Joseph  Sobran 


The  ‘Dangerous’  David  Irving 

The  historian  David  Irving  has  lost  his  libel  suit 
against  Deborah  Lipstadt  and  Penguin  Books.  Mrs. 
Lipstadt  had  called  Irving  “one  of  the  most  danger¬ 
ous  spokesmen  for  Holocaust  denial.” 

In  a  devastating  ruling,  Judge  Charles  Gray 
declared  Irving  a  “racist”  and  “anti-Semite”  who  dis¬ 
torts  historical  facts  in  order  to  portray  Adolf  Hitler 
in  what  Gray,  turning  to  British  understatement, 
called  “an  unwarrantedly  favorable  light.”  Under 
British  law,  Irving  must  now  bear  the  $3  million  dol¬ 
lars  in  legal  fees  the  defendants  ran  up. 

Gray  didn’t  deny  Irving’s  contention  that  Mrs. 
Lipstadt,  with  the  assistance  of  other  Jewish  agen¬ 
cies,  including  the  Israeli  government,  has  pursued 
a  vendetta  against  Irving  aimed  at  destroying  his 
career.  Mrs.  Lipstadt  herself  doesn’t  deny  it.  “As 
[Holocaust]  survivors  die  off  and  there  are  fewer 
and  fewer  eyewitnesses,”  she  has  explained  tear¬ 
fully,  “there  won’t  be  people  to  tell  the  story  in  the 
first  person,  and  it  will  be  easier  to  deny  it.” 

Such  a  statement  calls  in  question  Mrs.  Lips- 
tadt’s  own  competence  as  a  historian.  How  does  the 
factuality  of  the  organized  murder  of  millions 
depend  on  the  testimony  of  those  who  escaped  the 
murder?  Individual  Jews  in  concentration  camps 
were  in  no  position  to  know  just  what  the  compre¬ 
hensive  Nazi  program  was,  and  survivor  testimony 
is  notoriously  unreliable  anyway.  Mrs.  Lipstadt 
might  as  well  say  that  when  all  the  veterans  of 
World  War  II  die,  it  will  become  easier  to  deny  that 
there  was  any  war  at  all.  Her  understanding  of  how 
history  is  compiled  seems  remarkably  naive. 

Historians  agree  that  Irving  has  unearthed 
many  vital  documents  of  World  War  II;  yet  he  too 
seems  capable  of  remarkable  naivete.  It  would  be 
easier  to  believe  that  there  was  no  Holocaust  at  all 
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than  that,  as  Irving  has  argued  in  his  book  Hitler’s 
War  and  elsewhere,  the  whole  thing  was  conducted 
behind  Hitler’s  back  and  against  his  wishes. 

Still,  Irving  has  guts.  Without  a  lawyer,  he  sin¬ 
gle-handedly  took  on  a  high-powered  legal  team, 
who  employed  several  scholars  in  an  all-out  effort  to 
scrutinize  his  life’s  work  (and  even  his  private  dia¬ 
ries)  for  evidence  that  could 
be  used  to  discredit  him. 
With  such  a  mismatch  in 
money  and  resources,  given 
that  he  is  one  of  the  most 
outspoken  scholars  on  earth, 
with  a  penchant  for  rash 
overstatement  and  even  gra¬ 
tuitous  insult,  it’s  no  marvel 
that  he  lost.  Would  any 
judge  have  dared  to  rule  in 
his  favor? 

But  in  what  sense  is  Irv¬ 
ing  “dangerous,”  as  Mrs. 
Lipstadt  charged?  Danger¬ 
ous  to  whom,  to  what  inter¬ 
ests?  And  exactly  why  did  the  Israeli  government 
have  to  get  involved  in  this  case?  Gray  didn’t 
explain. 

Irving  was  already  banned  from  several  coun¬ 
tries  because  of  his  views;  he  has  been  prosecuted 
and  fined  in  Germany,  where  he  can  no  longer  get 
access  to  the  very  documents  he  himself  has  discov¬ 
ered!  The  world  can’t  afford  to  tolerate  even  a  single 
man  like  him?  Apparently  not,  though  plenty  of 
scholars  espouse  dubious  and  eccentric  views  on  all 
sorts  of  subjects  without  getting  the  treatment  Irv¬ 
ing  has  received.  Usually  we  think  it’s  enough  to  let 
book  reviewers  mete  out  justice,  however  imper¬ 
fectly.  My  last  book  drew  some  harsh  reviews,  but 
none  of  them  suggested  that  my  career  be  wrecked 
or  that  I  be  jailed. 

Some  sort  of  congratulations  must  be  due  to  the 
international  Jewish  thought-control  apparatus.  It 
must  be  comforting  to  American  taxpayers,  who  pay 
billions  in  aid  to  Israel,  to  know  that  they  are  help¬ 
ing  to  subsidize  Israeli  efforts  to  see  to  it  that  free 
speech  doesn’t  get  out  of  control  in  democratic  coun¬ 
tries,  from  Germany  to  Canada  to  Australia.  In 
Switzerland,  for  example,  a  man  has  just  drawn  a 
three-year  prison  sentence  for  the  crime  of  Holo- 
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caust  denial.  Presumably  he  too  was  “dangerous”  — 
to  someone. 

Hitler  has  been  out  of  business  for  more  than 
half  a  century.  He  poses  no  threat  now.  On  any 
objective  scale,  he  did  far  less  harm  than  Stalin  and 
his  pals,  but  it’s  no  crime,  anywhere,  to  deny  or  min¬ 
imize  the  atrocities  of  the  Stalin-Roosevelt- 
Churchill  alliance  (which  Churchill  himself  seems 
to  have  regretted  later  in  his  life).  On  the  contrary, 
the  misdeeds  of  that  alliance  are  still  celebrated  as 
victories  for  democracy  and  civilization. 

David  Irving’s  ruin  should  tell  us  where  the  real 
danger  to  freedom  now  lies. 

Subsidized  Consensus 

Sometimes  you  realize  the  truth  only  when  you 
encounter  its  direct  denial.  Something  crystallized 
for  me  when  I  read  a  commentary  on  the  recent  ver¬ 
dict  against  the  English  historian  David  Irving  in 
his  libel  suit  against  the  Jewish  historian  Deborah 
Lipstadt,  over  her  charge  that  Irving  is  a  “danger¬ 
ous”  Holocaust  denier. 

Attempting  to  explain  the  persistence  of  Holo¬ 
caust  revisionism,  the  commentator  observes: 
“There  is  a  crank  element  in  democratic  culture, 
people  who  enjoy  ‘special  knowledge,’  theories 
opposed  to  ordinary  thought  and  not  accessible  to 
the  mainstream.  For  example,  there  are  people  who 
believe  that  someone  other  than  Shakespeare  wrote 
his  plays,  or  that  history  is  a  Masonic  conspiracy,  or 
that  Franklin  Roosevelt  plotted  Pearl  Harbor.” 

These  examples  contradict  the  writer’s  thesis. 
The  authorship  heretics  (including  me)  who  deny 
that  “Shakespeare”  was  the  legendary  William  of 
Stratford  don’t  claim  to  possess  “special  knowl¬ 
edge”;  they  cite  evidence  everyone  can  read  and 
assess  for  himself.  There’s  nothing  esoteric  about  it. 
The  “crank  element”  who  reject  the  standard 
account  has  included  Henry  James,  Mark  Twain, 
Sigmund  Freud,  Orson  Welles,  and  many  others. 
The  heretics  are  eager  for  debate;  the  orthodox  want 
to  shut  them  out  of  academia  and  the  “mainstream” 
without  a  hearing. 

Historians  of  distinction  have  argued  that  Fran¬ 
klin  Roosevelt  knew  in  advance  about  Pearl  Harbor 
and  welcomed  the  attack  as  a  casus  belli  at  a  time 
when  most  Americans  wanted  to  stay  out  of  war. 
One  recent  book  by  a  Roosevelt  admirer  —  Day  of 
Deceit,  by  Robert  B.  Stinnett  —  offers  a  strong  case 
for  this,  with  startling  new  evidence  from  official 
sources  to  support  it.  Far  from  blaming  Roosevelt 
for  his  deception  of  the  public  and  his  own  military 
command,  Stinnett  argues  that  he  had  to  do  it! 

Even  Holocaust  deniers  don’t  claim  “special 
knowledge.”  They  make  detailed  arguments  from 
official  documents  and  records.  Whatever  the  merits 


of  their  case,  they  want  to  debate.  It’s  their  oppo¬ 
nents  who  want  to  shut  them  up,  even  urging  legis¬ 
lation  to  make  their  views  punishable  by  imprison¬ 
ment! 

To  take  a  different  example,  AIDS  heretics  who 
doubt  that  the  HIV  virus  causes  the  disorder  find 
themselves  shut  out  and  shouted  down  by  establish¬ 
ment  medical  scientists.  Why?  Because  the  medical 
establishment  is  wedded  to  the  HIV  theory,  drawing 
heavy  government  subsidies  they  would  lose  if  that 
theory  were  ever  abandoned. 

Dissenters  from  Darwin’s  theory  of  evolution  get 
the  same  treatment  from  the  academic  establish¬ 
ment,  no  matter  how  cogent  their  objections.  Sci¬ 
ence  is  supposed  to  be  a  disinterested  search  for 
knowledge,  but  subsidized  scientists  in  the  aca¬ 
demic  world  are  not  distinterested  parties.  They 
have  heavy  investments  in  Darwinism. 

Such  examples  could  be  multiplied  many  times. 
Conservatives  and  libertarians  have  long  found 
themselves  excluded  in  such  academic  fields  as 
political  science,  history,  and  economics  —  not  to 
mention  journalism  and  the  entertainment  indus¬ 
try. 

On  many  subjects,  as  George  Orwell  pointed  out, 
there  is  a  “prevailing  orthodoxy,”  and  he  who  dis¬ 
sents  from  it  is  apt  to  “find  himself  silenced  with 
surprising  effectiveness.”  The  dissenter  may  be 
ignored,  denounced,  or  in  some  cases  prosecuted; 
but  he  won’t  get  a  hearing,  if  those  in  power  have 
anything  to  say  about  it. 

Of  course  liberal  professors  hate  to  think  that 
they  are  engaged  in  suppressing  free  speech  or  aca¬ 
demic  freedom;  so  they  usually  justify  excluding  dis¬ 
senters  on  grounds  that  they  are  maintaining  “pro¬ 
fessional  standards  of  scholarship”  and  “academic 
integrity.”  They  pretend,  in  other  words,  that  they 
object  only  to  the  shoddy  methodology  of  the  dis¬ 
senters,  not  to  the  content  of  their  views. 

But  in  many  cases,  the  “cranks”  are  those  who 
disregard  authority,  pursue  the  evidence  to  rational 
conclusions,  and  —  above  all  —  have  no  stake  or 
investment  in  the  established  orthodoxy.  If  that 
orthodoxy  is  wrong,  they  don’t  stand  to  lose  money 
—  especially  government  money.  They  are  more 
truly  independent  than  the  scholars  they  oppose. 

The  problem  of  liberal  orthodoxy  is  compounded 
by  the  involvement  of  government  in  education, 
which  tends  to  produce  what  might  be  called  “subsi¬ 
dized  consensus.”  When  the  “prevailing  orthodoxy” 
is  supported  by  tax  money,  the  stakes  are  raised 
enormously.  The  heretic  becomes  a  grave  danger  to 
the  incomes  and  privileges  of  the  subsidized  ortho¬ 
dox  caste,  who  naturally  try  to  cut  off  the  “free  com¬ 
petition  of  ideas”  they  profess  to  desire. 

In  short,  your  freedom  of  speech  ends  where  my 
government  check  begins. 
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The  Fiihrer  Furor 

Governments,  demonstrators,  pundits,  and  even 
musicians  are  protesting  the  inclusion  of  the  Aus¬ 
trian  Freedom  Party  in  the  new  Conservative  gov¬ 
ernment.  The  Freedom  Party  is  of  course  led  by  Jorg 
Haider,  February’s  Hitler  of  the  Month. 

“The  rise  of  Jorg  Haider  in  a  country  whose  role 
in  the  Holocaust  still  awaits  clarification  is  more 
than  unsettling,  it’s  shameful  and  unforgivable,” 
says  the  great  Jewish  pianist  Andras  Schiff,  cancel¬ 
ing  a  scheduled  concert  at  the  Austrian  embassy  in 
Washington.  Several  governments,  including  the 
United  States,  have  already  announced  sanctions 
against  Austria  because  of  Haider’s  anti-immigrant 
politics  and  controversial  remarks  about  the  Third 
Reich.  He  reminds  people  of  Hitler. 

If  only  Haider  were  a  Communist!  Communists 
still  participate,  without  international  indignation, 
in  European  coalitions.  Despite  the  rather  sangui¬ 
nary  history  of  the  “socialist  republics”  from  Russia 
to  Cambodia,  which  have  resulted  in  a  hundred  mil¬ 
lion  abbreviated  life  spans,  nobody  is  seriously  dis¬ 
graced  by  choosing  to  associate  himself  with  the 
name,  symbols,  and  history  of  Communism. 

Liberal  opinion  has  trivialized  Communism  by 
censuring  anti-Communism  as  “McCarthyism”  and 
ridiculing  those  who  see  “Commies  under  every 
bed.”  But  hysterically  free-associating  people  with 
Hitler  (d.  1945)  is  still  considered  normal  behavior. 
In  spite  of  Stalin,  you  can  still  name  your  kid  Joseph 
(thank  God!);  but  don’t  name  him  Adolf! 

Since  the  late  1960s  Hitler  and  Nazism  have 
become  synonymous  less  with  World  War  II  than 
with  the  program  of  mass-murder  now  known  as  the 
Holocaust,  though  the  term  Holocaust  was  never 
used  either  by  Hitler  or  his  enemies  —  Franklin 
Roosevelt,  Winston  Churchill,  Dwight  Eisenhower, 
or  even  “Uncle  Joe”  Stalin.  Today  the  term  is  ubiqui¬ 
tous,  and  several  countries  have  actually  made  it  a 
crime  to  doubt  that  the  Holocaust  occurred. 

The  Holocaust  has  become  so  many  things: 
memory,  cautionary  lesson,  guilt  trip,  metaphor, 
explanation,  and  —  though  unique  in  history  —  per¬ 
petually  imminent  danger.  It  can  happen  again  at 
any  time,  regardless  of  circumstances,  defying  nor¬ 
mal  laws  of  causality,  without  such  preconditions  as 
a  Hitler,  a  world  war,  a  Versailles  treaty,  and  eco¬ 
nomic  catastrophe. 

Moreover,  everyone  is  guilty,  not  just  Hitler  and 
the  Nazis.  The  stain  of  guilt  for  the  Holocaust  has 
spread  to  all  the  German  people,  the  Allies,  Pope 
Pius  XII,  the  Catholic  Church  as  a  whole,  the 
authors  of  the  Gospels  who  originated  the  anti- 
Semitism  that  would  result,  two  millennia  later,  in 
genocide;  not  to  mention  such  anti-Semitic  authors 
and  artists  as  Chaucer,  Shakespeare,  Voltaire,  Dick¬ 


ens,  Dostoyevsky,  Wagner,  G.  K.  Chesterton,  Hilaire 
Belloc,  T.  S.  Eliot,  and  Ezra  Pound. 

The  Holocaust  has  entered  the  realm  of  science 
fiction.  In  novels  and  movies  like  “The  Boys  from 
Brazil”  and  “Marathon  Man,”  new  little  Hitlers  can 
be  cloned,  or  a  handful  of  octogenarian  Nazis  hiding 
in  South  America  can  launch  the  whole  thing  all 
over  again.  Talk  about  a  Master  Race! 

As  a  symbol  with  such  limitless  potential,  the 
Holocaust  can  even  be  turned  against  the  Jews 
themselves.  Critics  and  enemies  of  Israel  liken  its 
racially  discriminatory  policies  —  on  immigration, 
residence,  citizenship,  and  even  marriage  —  to  Hit¬ 
ler’s.  And  in  truth,  Jorg  Haider  has  little  to  teach 
the  Israelis  about  abusing  and  excluding  minorities. 

Which  hasn’t  prevented  the  Israeli  government 
from  recalling  its  ambassador  from  Austria,  with 
appropriate  moral  bluster:  “We  are  calling  on  the 
free  world,  all  the  democracies,  to  isolate  this  neo- 
fascist  government,”  says  one  Israeli  official, 
unblushingly.  Perhaps  he  has  forgotten  such  Israeli 
leaders  as  Menachem  Begin,  Yitzhak  Shamir,  and 
Benjamin  Netanyahu.  All  Israeli  practices,  however 
brutal,  are  justified  as  necessary  exercises  in  Holo¬ 
caust-prevention. 

Since  the  danger  is  eternally  imminent,  there  is 
no  limit  to  what  may  be  done  in  the  name  of  avoid¬ 
ing  another  Holocaust.  Normal  standards  of 
decency,  prudence,  and  rhetorical  restraint  may  be 
set  aside  when  a  budding  Hitler  is  spotted.  A  minor 
local  politician  sparks  a  worldwide  furor;  a  dissi¬ 
dent  historian  of  World  War  II  is  denounced  as  “one 
of  the  most  dangerous  spokespersons  for  Holocaust 
denial.”  Dangerous?  Yes! 

If  you  deny  the  first  one,  you  see,  you’re  promot¬ 
ing  the  next  one.  (Even  “Holocaust  denial”  can  cause 
a  Holocaust.) 

Thus  an  endless  anti-Hitler  frenzy  becomes  a 
form  of  moral  witness.  It  makes  the  McCarthy  Era 
seem  like  a  moment  of  calm. 

Changing  the  Story 

Jewish  organizations  and  commentators  are 
greatly  agitated  about  “Holocaust  denial”  —  in 
America,  in  Europe,  and  in  the  Arab  world.  Thanks 
to  Jewish  pressure,  several  countries  have  made 
denying  the  Holocaust  a  crime;  no  doubt  it  would  be 
illegal  here  too  if  not  for  the  First  Amendment.  Even 
the  Israeli  government  pitches  in  against  accused 
Holocaust  deniers  in  other  countries. 

As  the  Israeli  writer  Amos  Elon  has  observed, 
it’s  extremely  odd  for  a  democracy  to  criminalize  an 
opinion  about  historical  events.  You  expect  it  in  a 
Communist  country,  but  not  in  the  free  world. 

Why  is  so  much  more  importance  attached  to  the 
Holocaust  than  to,  say,  the  far  more  murderous 
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Soviet  system,  which,  in  peacetime,  set  a  record  for 
mass  extermination  that  the  Nazis  never 
approached  during  a  world  war? 

Many  secularized  Jews  define  themselves  less  by 
Jewish  religion  and  tradition  than  by  persecution. 
As  the  historian  Peter  Novick  points  out  in  his 
thoughtful  book  The  Holocaust  in  American  Life ,  the 
Holocaust  appears  to  such  Jews  the  only  thing  Jews 
really  have  in  common,  the  only  sure  warrant  of 
shared  identity.  It  takes  the  place  of  religion  in  their 
minds,  and  they  find  denial  of  it  deeply  unsettling  — 
a  form  of  heresy. 

Moreover,  the  state  of  Israel  has  made  a  large 
investment  in  the  Holocaust,  staking  its  very  legiti¬ 
macy  on  the  Nazi  era,  which  it  says  shows  the  neces¬ 
sity  of  Israel  as  a  refuge  from  persecution.  This 
implies  that  if  the  Holocaust  were  proved  to  be  a 
myth,  the  Jews  would  have  no  right  to  the  Holy 
Land,  since  most  of  them  no  longer  believe  that  God 
gave  the  land  to  Moses  and  the  ancient  Hebrews. 

The  Arabs  are  quick  to  grasp  this  implication. 
The  official  Syrian  newspaper  recently  said  that 
“Zionists  created  the  Holocaust  myth  to  blackmail 
and  terrorize  the  world’s  intellectuals  and  politi¬ 
cians.”  True  or  not,  the  Holocaust  story  has  become 
a  political  weapon,  and  Arabs  have  the  same  stake 
in  denying  the  story  that  the  Israelis  have  in  main¬ 
taining  it. 

Though  the  standard  story  is  probably  broadly 
true,  its  exploitation  is  bound  to  create  resentment, 
and  changes  in  its  details  are  bound  to  create  suspi¬ 
cion.  Few  still  believe  that  the  Nazis  made  soap  and 
lampshades  out  of  Jewish  corpses;  even  Jewish 
scholars  now  say  the  number  of  Jews  who  perished 
at  Auschwitz  is  closer  to  one  million  than  to  four 
million. 

There  has  been  another  change  too.  During 
World  War  II,  Novick  reminds  us,  Jewish  spokes¬ 
men  were  anxious  to  convince  Christians  in  Amer¬ 
ica,  many  of  whom  opposed  getting  into  the  war, 
that  Hitler  wasn’t  just  persecuting  Jews;  he  was 
everyone’s  enemy,  they  stressed,  and  he  was  perse¬ 
cuting  Christians  too,  particularly  Polish  Catholics. 
After  the  war  Jewish  leaders  thanked  and  praised 
Pope  Pius  XII  for  his  efforts  to  save  Jews  from  the 
Nazis. 

Today  it’s  quite  literally  a  different  story.  Jewish 
leaders  now  say  in  effect  that  Pius  XII  and  the  Cath¬ 
olic  Church  were  on  the  side  of  the  Nazis.  Pius 
maintained  a  culpable  “silence”  about  the  Holo¬ 
caust,  they  insist,  and  the  Catholic  Church  was 
responsible  for  the  anti-Semitism  that  motivated 
the  Nazis.  The  Anti-Defamation  League  (ironic 
name!)  now  says  the  Holocaust  was  essentially  a 
Catholic  operation:  the  current  Pope,  complains 
ADL  director  Abraham  Foxman,  has  failed  to  apolo¬ 
gize  for  “specific  Catholic  wrongs  against  the  Jewish 


people,  especially  the  Holocaust”! 

Now  they  tell  us!  Gee,  thanks,  Mr.  Foxman.  Why, 
when  the  war  was  raging,  didn’t  you  and  your  breth¬ 
ren  inform  those  Catholic  boys  who  were  being  sent 
to  fight  Hitler  that,  as  far  as  you  were  concerned, 
their  Church  was  really  on  Hitler’s  side?  Why  mis¬ 
lead  Christians  into  believing  that  Nazism  and 
Christianity  were  polar  opposites?  Did  you  fear  that 
if  you  told  them  what  you  really  thought  of  their 
religion,  they  might  not  see  that  war  as  a  cause  for 
which  Christians  should  shed  their  blood? 

Talk  about  Holocaust  revisionism!  Imagine  the 
reaction  of  Christians  in  1941  if  they  had  heard 
Jews  blaming  Hitler  on  Christianity.  They  would 
probably  have  said:  “All  right  then.  If  the  Jews  want 
Hitler  beaten,  let  them  fight  him  themselves,  and 
for  heaven’s  sake  keep  our  sons  out  of  it!” 

No  wonder  so  many  people  are  weary  of  the 
Holocaust  obsession,  even  to  the  point  of  wanting  to 
deny  that  it  happened  at  all. 


Teaching  History 

About  four  years  ago  I  began  to  ask  the  teachers 
of  my  own  children  how  it  came  to  be  that  they  could 
not  tell  Thomas  Jefferson  from  Thomas  the  Tank 
Engine.  In  the  preceding  sentence,  it  is  unclear 
whether  I  mean  that  the  children  didn't  know 
unless  I  told  them,  or  that  the  teachers  didn't  know 
unless  I  told  them.  The  confusion  is  intentional.  One 
instructor,  at  a  rather  costly  District  of  Columbia 
day  school,  cheerfully  avowed  that  she  herself  “had 
never  been  that  much  of  a  reader.”  Others,  more 
candid,  announced  that  history  was  a  bit  of  a  mine¬ 
field  subject  and  that  “good  examples”  (like  Poca¬ 
hontas  and,  on  a  good  day,  Frederick  Douglas)  were 
the  thing.  Parson  Weems  himself  could  hardly  have 
bettered  the  modem  method  whereby  children  get 
good  reports  in  a  subject  that  they  have  never  stud¬ 
ied  in  order  that  a  tiny  pump  be  applied  to  the 
valves  of  their  fledgling  self-esteem. 

—  Christopher  Hitchens,  in  the  November  1998 
issue  of  Harper's  magazine. 


The  IHR  Needs  Your  Help 

Only  with  the  sustained  help  of  friends  can  the 
Institute  for  Historical  Review  carry  on  its  vital 
mission  of  promoting  truth  in  history.  If  you  agree 
that  the  work  of  our  Institute  is  important,  please 
support  it  with  your  generous  donation! 
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Switzerland:  Prison  Term  for  ‘Holocaust  Denial’ 


On  April  10,  2000,  a  Swiss  court  sentenced  79- 
year-old  publicist  and  retired  teacher  Gaston- 
Armand  Amaudruz  to  one  year  in  prison  for  “deny¬ 
ing”  the  existence  of  homicidal  gas  chambers  in 
World  War  II  German  concentration  camps. 

Amaudruz  was  found  guilty  of  violating  Switzer¬ 
land’s  five-year-old  “anti-racism”  law,  which  makes 
it  a  crime  to  “deny,  grossly  minimize  or  seek  to  jus¬ 
tify  genocide  or  other  crimes  against  humanity.”  He 
had  broken  the  law,  the  court  ruled,  through  his  dis¬ 
tribution  of  revisionist  books,  and  for  two  articles  in 
1995  issues  of  his  newsletter  Courrier  du  Continent. 
In  one  of  the  offending  items  he  had  written:  “For 
my  part,  I  maintain  my  position:  I  don’t  believe  in 
the  gas  chambers.  Let  the  exterminationists  provide 
the  proof  and  I  will  believe  it.  But  as  I’ve  been  wait¬ 
ing  for  this  proof  for  decades,  I  don’t  believe  I  will 
see  it  soon.” 

In  addition  to  the  non-suspended  prison  sen¬ 
tence,  the  criminal  court  in  Lausanne  ordered 
Amaudruz  to  pay  a  fine  of  1,000  Swiss  francs  (about 
$600)  to  each  of  four  civil  parties  in  the  case:  the 
Swiss  Federation  of  Jewish  Communities,  the  Paris- 
based  International  League  Against  Racism  and 
Anti-Semitism  (LICRA),  the  Association  of  Sons 
and  Daughters  of  Deported  Jews  of  France,  and  a 
Jewish  concentration  camp  survivor.  Amaudruz 
must  also  pay  the  trial  costs,  as  well  as  the  costs  of 
publishing  a  notice  of  the  court’s  judgment  in  three 
daily  newspapers  and  in  an  official  gazette. 

Jewish  groups  expressed  satisfaction  with  the 
judgment,  which  Amaudruz  is  appealing. 

The  three-day  trial  (April  3-5)  was  his  first 
appearance  before  a  court  for  anything  he  has  writ¬ 
ten  or  published.  For  half  a  century,  Amaudruz  has 
been  putting  out  his  Courrier  newsletter  with  no 
detectable  harm  to  the  country’s  Jews,  much  less  to 
Swiss  society  as  a  whole. 

‘Long  Live  Revisionism!’ 

Shortly  before  the  trial  began,  Amaudruz  wrote 
an  intentionally  provocative  article,  “Vive  le 
revisionnisme!,”  that  appeared  in  the  April  2000 
issue  (No.  418)  of  his  Courrier  newsletter.  He  wrote: 

Revisionism  exists  to  call  into  question  our 
“certainties,”  even  the  most  seemingly  solid 
ones.  This  methodology,  very  familiar  to  scien¬ 
tists,  applies  to  all  fields  of  knowledge. 

In  several  countries  there  is  an  untouchable 
dogma:  the  “Six  Million”  and  the  “gas  cham¬ 
bers”...  In  Switzerland,  Section  261  of  the 
criminal  code  . . .  supposedly  meant  to  suppress 
“racial  discrimination,”  does  not  define  the 
offense,  thereby  leaving  the  definition  up  to  the 


judges,  who  can  condemn  or  acquit  the  accused 
as  they  see  fit,  or  on  the  basis  of  received 
instructions.  And  just  what  in  the  world  does 
disputing  the  Six  Million  figure  have  to  do  with 
‘racial  discrimination’?... 

As  one  who  has  been  indicted  for  revision¬ 
ism,  I  repeat: 

—  The  Six  Million  figure  is  impossible. 

—  I  do  not  believe  in  the  gas  chambers,  because 
there  is  no  proof  for  them. 

My  trial  is  a  political  trial;  the  verdict  is 
based  exclusively  on  the  appropriateness  of 
considerations  of  the  moment. 

I  prefer  to  obey  my  conscience  rather  than  an 
immoral  and  criminal  law,  and  I  hold  to  my 
conviction.  Long  live  revisionism! 

In  his  testimony  during  the  trial,  Amaudruz 
defiantly  repeated  his  skepticism,  “for  lack  of  proof,” 
of  gas  chamber  claims,  and  said  that  it  was  “impos¬ 
sible”  for  six  million  Jews  to  have  been  killed  by 
German  authorities  during  World  War  II. 

Amaudruz  was  asked  why  he  continued  to 
express  disbelief  in  gas  chambers  and  the  Six  Mil¬ 
lion  even  after  Switzerland’s’  Anti-Racism  Law 
came  into  effect  in  early  1995.  He  responded  by  say¬ 
ing  that  there  is  nothing  in  the  law  about  gas  cham¬ 
bers  or  the  Six  Million,  and  he  did  not  know  at  the 
time  that  these  two  dogmas  were  untouchable.  He 
added: 

If  the  Six  Million  figure  were  correct,  and  the 
gas  chambers  existed,  it  would  not  be  neces¬ 
sary  to  suppress  dissident  opinions  with  a 
muzzle  law.  In  such  a  situation  one  should  be 
able  to  present  proofs.  The  existence  of  Section 
261  [Anti-Racism  Law]  is  the  best  argument 
against  the  standard  version  of  the  fate  of  the 
Jews  in  the  Second  World  War.  Given  how  the 
media  incessantly  serves  up  this  version, 
doubts  are  practically  obligatory. 

Why,  he  was  asked,  does  he  continue  to  express 
doubts  about  the  Holocaust?  “Because,”  he  replied 
simply,  “the  lobby  continues  to  put  out  its  propa¬ 
ganda.” 

An  Unabashed  Racist 

While  on  the  witness  stand,  Amaudruz  was 
asked  if  he  is  a  racist.  “Yes,”  was  his  forthright  reply, 
“and  on  the  basis  of  the  Petit  Larousse  [a  standard 
dictionary]  of  1947,  which  defines  Racism  as  ‘the 
theory  of  those  who  seek  to  defend  the  unity  of  the 
race  of  the  nation’.”  Today,  he  went  on,  “those  who 
want  to  exploit  or  exterminate  other  races  are  called 
‘racist’.”  In  that  sense,  he  said,  he  is  not  a  racist, 
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because  he  doesn’t  want  to  exploit  or  kill  anyone. 

When  asked  if  his  opposition  to  racial  mixing  is 
not  discrimination,  he  replied:  “Race-mixing 
destroys  that  which  nature  has  created  over  eons  of 
time.  Racism  protects  the  rights  of  all  human  soci¬ 
eties.”  Amaudruz  reaffirmed  his  long-standing  con¬ 
viction  that  “the  European  peoples  must  remain 
white.”  He  also  expressed  opposition  to  abortion, 
and  support  for  the  right  to  life  of  all  human  beings. 

Half  a  Century  of  Dedication 

Amaudruz,  bom  in  Lausanne  in  December  1920, 
is  author  of  three  books,  holds  a  certificate  of  politi¬ 
cal  science  and  social  sciences,  and  for  a  time 
worked  as  a  language  teacher.  Already  as  a  28-year- 
old  he  questioned  claims  of  wartime  German  homi¬ 
cidal  gas  chambers  in  his  book,  Ubu  Justicier  au 
Premier  Procbs  de  Nuremberg  (Paris,  1949).  He 
played  an  important  role  in  the  founding,  in  1951,  of 
the  Zurich-based  “New  European  Order,”  an  anti- 
Capitalist  and  anti-Communist  organization  with  a 
“racialist”  outlook  inspired  in  part  by  the  writings  of 
Italian  philosopher  Julius  Evola  (1898-1974). 

Since  1946  he  has  been  editor  and  publisher  of 
Courrier  du  Continent,  a  mimeographed  French- 
language  newsletter  with  a  circulation  of  about  400 
that  is  issued  ten  times  yearly. 

Amaudruz  is  not  the  first  person  to  be  punished 
under  the  country’s  Anti-Racism  Law.  In  July  1998 
a  Swiss  court  punished  two  revisionists,  Jurgen 
Graf  and  Gerhard  Forster,  with  fines  and  prison 
terms  for  writing  and  publishing  allegedly  anti- 
Jewish  books.  (See  “Swiss  Court  Punishes  Two 
Revisionists,”  July-August  1998  Journal,  pp.  2-13, 
esp.  p.  13.) 

A  dramatic  high  point  of  that  trial  was  the  testi¬ 
mony  of  Austrian  engineer  Wolfgang  Frohlich,  who 
told  the  court  that  mass  gassings  with  Zyklon  at  the 
German  wartime  camps,  as  alleged,  are  technically 
impossible.  As  he  spoke,  the  public  prosecutor 
threatened  to  bring  “Holocaust  denial”  charges 
against  Frohlich  for  his  sworn  testimony.  Even  the 
defense  attorneys  in  the  case  risked  indictment  for 
trying  to  show  the  court  that  their  clients’  views  are 
based  on  fact. 

Three  Jewish  Witnesses 

With  court  permission,  the  prosecution  brought 
to  the  stand  three  “Holocaust  survivors”  (Toman, 
Reich  and  Klein).  The  court  rejected  a  request  by 
Amaudruz’  attorney  to  permit  testimony  by  Prof. 
Robert  Faurisson,  Europe’s  foremost  revisionist 
scholar,  and  Eric  Delcroix,  an  attorney  who  has 
defended  revisionists  in  numerous  court  cases  in 
France.  Faurisson  was  rejected  without  explanation 
(either  at  the  time  of  the  request,  or  during  the  trial, 
or  in  the  judgment).  As  for  the  rejection  of  Delcroix, 


the  judge  gave  a  convoluted  explanation. 

“Establishment”  media  coverage  of  the  Amau¬ 
druz  trial  was  predictably  slanted.  In  its  report  on 
the  sentencing,  Switzerland’s  most  prestigious  daily 
paper,  the  Neue  Ziircher  Zeitung  (April  11,  p.  13) 
told  readers:  “While  conceding  that  human  beings 
suffered  in  the  camps,  he  [Amaudruz]  does  not 
believe  in  the  gas  chambers.  Naturally  Amaudruz’ 
faith  was  not  shaken  a  bit  by  the  court’s  calling  in 
three  witnesses  who  reported  on  the  gas  chambers 
from  their  own  experience.” 

In  fact,  says  Jurgen  Graf,  who  attended  the  pro¬ 
ceedings,  none  of  the  three  Jewish  witnesses 
“reported  on  the  gas  chambers  from  their  own  expe¬ 
rience.”  None  claimed  to  have  observed  or  witnessed 
a  gassing  of  human  beings. 

The  witness  Reich,  who  was  interned  during  the 
war  in  two  labor  camps,  as  well  as  in  the  Gross 
Rosen  and  Buchenwald  concentration  camps,  told 
the  court  that  he  never  saw  a  gas  chamber.  The  wit¬ 
nesses  Toman  and  Klein,  who  were  interned  in 
Auschwitz-Birkenau  (among  other  places)  during 
the  war,  did  not  claim  to  have  witnessed  gassings  of 
people.  They  merely  stated  that  they  had  observed 
people  entering  buildings,  and  did  not  see  them 
come  out. 

Toman  and  Klein  also  testified  to  having  seen 
flames  shooting  up  from  Birkenau  crematory  chim¬ 
neys.  (For  technical  reasons,  this  latter  claim  is 
absolutely  impossible.)  It  is  quite  possible,  says 
Graf,  that  these  two  witnesses  were  not  consciously 
lying,  but  rather  have  confused  what  they  saw  56 
years  ago  with  what  they’ve  heard  and  read  in  the 
years  since. 

The  wartime  fate  of  these  three  “Holocaust  sur¬ 
vivors,”  notes  Graf,  is  itself  difficult  to  reconcile  with 
the  Holocaust  extermination  story.  Reich  survived 
wartime  internment  in  four  German  camps,  while 
Toman  survived  internment  in  various  German 
camps  from  December  1941  until  the  end  of  the  war 
in  1945.  Both  Toman  and  his  mother  survived 
internment  in  Auschwitz. 

Noting  that  Amaudruz  was  targeted  not  only  by 
the  state  prosecutor,  but  also  by  several  Jewish 
organizations,  including  a  foreign  one,  Graf  calls 
this  a  “Stalinist”  trial.  “In  its  illegality  and  malice,” 
he  says,  “the  proceedings  against  Amaudruz  sur¬ 
pass  all  previous  trials  of  revisionists  in  Switzer¬ 
land,  including  the  one  against  my  publisher  Ger¬ 
hard  Forster  (since  deceased)  and  me.” 

Summing  up,  Graf  comments:  “In  his  dignified 
and  steadfast  behavior  [in  the  courtroom]  Amau¬ 
druz  showed  himself  to  be  a  man  of  character  and 
honor.  The  contrast  between  him  and  his  accusers 
could  hardly  have  been  greater.  Those  who  observed 
the  trial  saw  in  action  two  vastly  different  types  of 
the  species  homo  sapiens.” 
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Another  False  Holocaust  Witness 

Officially  Sanctioned  Fraud  at  Dachau 


Each  year  many  thousands  of  tourists  visit  the 
site  of  the  notorious  Dachau  concentration  camp  in 
southern  Germany,  not  far  from  Munich.  They  see 
the  crematory,  the  memorial  shrines,  and  the 
museum.  And  in  recent  years,  as  an  almost  daily  fix¬ 
ture,  they  see  Martin  Zaidenstadt.  This  elderly  Jew¬ 
ish  man  lectures  visitors  to  Dachau  on  his  experi¬ 
ences  as  a  wartime  prisoner  there.  He  is 
particularly  passionate  about  the  horrors  of  the 
camp’s  gas  chamber  where,  he  explains,  many  pris¬ 
oners  were  put  to  death  with  poison  gas.  He  even 
claims  that  this  gas  chamber  served  as  a  model  for 
Auschwitz  (New  York  Times,  Oct.  26, 1997).  Zaiden- 
stadt’s  listeners  respond  to  his  heart-rending  testi¬ 
mony  with  unquestioning  sympathy.  Many  reach 
generously  into  their  wallets. 

But  now  a  new  50-minute  documentary  film, 
“Martin,”  and  a  new  book,  The  Last  Survivor:  In 
Search  of  Martin  Zaidenstadt,  written  by  journalist 
Timothy  W.  Ryback  and  published  by  Pantheon, 
have  subjected  that  testimony  to  critical  review. 
Ryback  establishes  that  the  octogenarian  Zaiden¬ 
stadt  was  bom  in  Jedwabne,  Poland,  but  that  his 
story  of  Dachau  internment  is  a  fraud.  He  probably 
never  visited  the  camp  until  the  1990s,  says  Ryback, 
and  his  tales  of  gas  chamber  killings  are  untrue. 

Although  supposedly  authoritative  evidence  of 
gas  chamber  killings  at  Dachau  has  been  cited  over 
the  years  —  including  “eyewitness”  testimony  at  the 
main  Nuremberg  trial  of  1945-46  —  today  no  repu¬ 
table  historian  credits  such  claims.  It  is  widely 
acknowledged,  even  by  the  well-known  “Nazi 
hunter”  Simon  Wiesenthal,  that  no  one  was  ever 
“gassed”  at  the  camp.  (See,  for  example,  “Wiesenthal 
Re-Confirms:  ‘No  Extermination  Camps  on  German 
Soil’,”  The  Journal  of  Historical  Review,  May- June 
1993,  pp.  9-12.) 

In  today’s  cultural  climate,  one  is  obliged  to 
regard  “Holocaust  survivors”  such  as  Zaidenstadt 
with  an  almost  reverential  indulgence.  For  example, 
the  director  of  the  state-run  Dachau  camp  memo¬ 
rial,  Barbara  Distel,  seems  unbothered  by  Zaiden- 
stadt’s  deceit.  Even  though  she  is  a  government  offi¬ 
cial,  she  permits  his  mendacious  pan-handling. 
(One  can  hardly  imagine  Distel  tolerating  anyone 
who  spent  hours  explaining  to  camp  site  visitors 
that  American  GIs  who  liberated  the  camp  on  April 
29,  1945,  summarily  killed  500  German  prisoners 
there.  For  more  on  this,  see,  J.  Cobden,  “The  Dachau 
Gas  Chamber  Myth,”  March-April  1995  Journal,  pp. 
14-26.) 

Also  typical  is  the  attitude  of  Howard  Kaplan,  a 


Jewish  writer  in  Los  Angeles.  In  a  recent  article 
about  Zaidenstadt  published  in  an  influential 
Israeli  magazine,  he  acknowledges  that  “a  difficult 
question  arises  from  Martin’s  fabrications,”  but  con¬ 
cludes  on  an  upbeat  note:  “But  is  exaggerating  the 
horror  really  an  affront  to  truth?  I’m  not  per¬ 
suaded...  What  matters  is  that  Martin  has  ulti¬ 
mately  found  his  way  back  to  Judaism  at  the  doors 
of  the  crematorium.”  (H.  Kaplan,  “The  Man  by  the 
Door,”  The  Jerusalem  Report,  April  10,  2000,  pp.  46- 
47.) 

A  recent  New  York  Times  article  about  the  new 
“Martin”  film  acknowledges  that  Zaidenstadt’s 
“assertion”  of  Dachau  gassings  is  “contrary  to  the 
official  stories.”  But  instead  of  forthrightly  identify¬ 
ing  his  “provocative  contentions”  as  lies,  the  Times 
coyly  tells  readers:  “In  the  end  we  learn  that  Mr. 
Zaidenstadt’s  version  of  things  isn’t  entirely  reli¬ 
able,  but  isn’t  to  be  dismissed  either...  The  implicit 
message  of ‘Martin’  [is]  that  everyone  has  a  truth  to 
deliver...”  (“Holocaust  Documentary  Explores  One 
Man’s  Truth,”  April  3,  2000.) 

No  one  seems  concerned  about  the  toll  that  such 
deceit  takes  on  the  residents  of  the  Bavarian  town 
of  Dachau,  who  must  live  in  the  shadow  of  the 
camp’s  government-promoted  infamy.  For  example, 
to  avoid  the  stigma  of  having  children  born  in  the 
notorious  city,  many  expectant  mothers  go  else¬ 
where  to  deliver  their  babies. 

The  Zaidenstadt  story  points  up  the  social-intel¬ 
lectual  corruption  that  is  an  intrinsic  by-product  of 
what  Rabbi  Michael  Goldberg  (in  his  1995  book  Why 
Should  Jews  Survive?)  aptly  calls  “the  Holocaust 
cult.”  All  the  same,  Zaidenstadt  now  joins  a  growing 
list  of  demonstrably  false  “Holocaust  survivor”  eye¬ 
witnesses  —  a  slate  that  includes  Jerzy  Kosinski 
and  best-selling  author  Binjamin  Wilkomirski.  (See 
“Holocaust  Survivor  Memoir  Exposed  as  Fraud,” 
Sept.-Oct.  1998  Journal,  pp.  15-16.) 

—  M.W. 


Corrections 

There  is  an  error  in  the  headline  to  the  essay  by 
Prof.  Kevin  MacDonald  in  the  Jan.-Feb.  2000  Jour¬ 
nal  issue,  page  56.  It  should,  of  course,  read  “An 
American  Professor  Responds  to  a  ‘Jewish  Activist’.” 

In  the  essay  by  Robert  Faurisson  in  the  Jan.-Feb. 
2000  Journal,  the  final  sentence  at  the  bottom  of  the 
left-hand  column  on  page  25  should  read:  “They  are 
mindful  of  their  own  torments,  which  one  may  com¬ 
pare  to  those  suffered  by  Torquemada  ...” 
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History,  column  deserve  a  more  critical  review 


W'e  are  used  to  inaccurate  writing  about  the 
Institute  for  Historical  Review,  but  Steve 
Marble’s  front-page  column  sets  some  kind 
of  record  for  errors  and  misrepresentations  (“Some 
pieces  of  history  not  worth  reviewing,”  March  15). 
Before  firing  off  his  polemic,  he  didn’t  even  check  our 
Web  site,  much  less  contact  us  directly.  He  doesn’t 
even  get  our  address  right  in  the  first  paragraph. 

A 1989  review  meeting  was  not  forced  out  of  the 
Red  Lion  Inn  because  “hotel  execs  caught  wind  of 
what  was  up,”  but  in  response  to  outrageous  threats 
and  intimidation  by  the  Jewish  Defense  League. 

Far  from  being  a  promoter  of  "hate,”  as  Marble 
suggests,  the  institute  has  itself  been  a  victim  of  hate 
and  bigotry.  It  has  been  the  target  of  repeated  violent 
attacks,  culminating  in  a  devastating  arson  attack 
against  our  office  and  warehouse  on  July  4, 1984. 

The  institute  opposes  bigotry  of  all 
Readers  kinds  in  its  efforts  to  promote  greater 
RESPOND  public  understanding  of  key  chapters 
of  history.  Speakers  at  our  meeting  and 
contributors  to  our  Journal  Of  Historical  Review 
have  included  respected  scholars  from  around  the 
world.  We  are  proud  of  the  backing  we  have  received 
from  people  of  the  most  diverse  ethnic  and  religious 
backgrounds,  including  Jewish. 

Marble’s  characterization  of  our  legal  dispute 
with  Auschwitz  survivor  Mel  Mermelstein  is  one¬ 
sided.  In  fact,  Mermelstein’s  campaign  against  the 
institute  came  to  a  dramatic  end  on  Sept.  19, 1991, 
when  his  $1 1-million  lawsuit  against  the  institute 
was  dismissed  in  Los  Angeles  Superior  Court.  Judge 
Steven  Lachs  granted  the  institute’s  motion  for  dis¬ 
missal  of  his  malicious  prosecution  complaint,  and 
soon  afterward  Mermelstein  himself  dismissed  his 
libel  and  conspiracy  complaints.  Mermelstein’s 
appeal  of  the  ruling  was  unanimously  rejected  by  the 
California  Court  of  Appeal. 


While  it  is  quite  true  that  many  hundreds  of 
thousands  of  Jews  were  killed  and  otherwise  per¬ 
ished  during  the  World  War  II  as  a  result  of  the  bru¬ 
tally  anti-Jewish  policies  of  Germany  and  its  allies,  it 
is  also  true  —  as  revisionist  scholars  have  carefully 
established  —  that  numerous  specific  Holocaust 
claims  are  untrue  or  exaggerated. 

It  is  now  authoritatively  acknowledged,  for 
instance,  that  the  gas  chamber  at  Auschwitz  that  has 
been  shown  for  decades  to  tourists  in  its  “original” 
state  is  actually  a  fraudulent  postwar  reconstruction. 
Likewise,  apparently  persuasive  evidence  presented 
at  the  Nuremberg  Trial  of  1945-46  “proving”  that 
prisoners  were  gassed  at  the  Dachau  and  Buchen- 
wald  concentration  camps  is  now  universally  recog¬ 
nized  as  worthless. 

If  the  revisionist  view  of  the  Holocaust  were 
really  as  simplistic  and  mistaken  as  Marble  suggests, 
it  would  not  have  gained  the  support  of  university 
professors  such  as  Arthur  Butz  and  Robert  Faurisson, 
historians  such  as  Roger  Garaudy,  David  Irving  and 
Harry  Elmer  Barnes,  and  former  concentration  camp 
inmates  such  as  Paul  Rassinier.  These  individuals  did 
not  decide  publicly  to  reject  the  orthodox  Holocaust 
story  —  thereby  risking  public  censure,  and  worse, 
because  they  are  fools,  or  because  their  motives  are 
evil  —  but  rather  on  the  basis  of  a  sincere  and 
thoughtful  evaluation  of  the  evidence. 

The  headline  that  “some  pieces  of  history  don’t 
need  reviewing,”  is  dangerously  mistaken.  Especially 
a  chapter  of  history  as  politicized  and  polemicized  as 
the  Holocaust  deserves  close  and  critical  review. 

MARK  WEBER 
Director  of  the  Institute  for 
Historical  Review 

•  EDITOR’S  NOTE:  Columnist  Steve  Marble  stands  by  his 
story  as  being  fair  and  accurate. 


This  letter  from  the  Institute  for  Historical  Review  appeared  March  30  in  the  Daily  Pilot,  a  newspaper  pub¬ 
lished  in  Costa  Mesa/  Newport  Beach,  southern  California,  where  the  IHR  offices  are  located.  It  responds 
to  a  front-page  slap  at  the  IHR  by  the  paper’s  managing  editor,  Steve  Marble.  It  is  published  here  as  it 
appeared  in  the  paper,  after  some  editing  by  the  Pilot  staff.  The  Daily  Pilot  is  owned  by,  and  is  distributed 
locally  along  with,  the  Los  Angeles  Times.  In  the  wake  of  the  judgment  in  the  Irving-Lipstadt  trial  in  Lon¬ 
don,  Marble  lashed  out  at  the  IHR  with  another  mean-spirited  front-page  column  (April  12),  in  which  he 
called  the  British  historian  a  “cheerleader  for  the  EHR.” 


“If  the  Germans  had  dropped  atomic  bombs  on 
cities  instead  of  us,  we  would  have  defined  the  drop¬ 
ping  of  atomic  bombs  on  cities  as  a  war  crime,  and 
we  would  have  sentenced  the  Germans  who  were 
guilty  of  this  crime  to  death  at  Nuremberg  and 
hanged  them.” 

—  Leo  Szilard,  US  atomic  bomb  scientist,  1960. 


“. . .  These  are  the  brainwashers,  the  twin  myths  of 
Marx  and  Freud  ...  which  soared  out  of  the  scientific 
ruminations  of  the  late  nineteenth  century,  to  hover, 
like  scavenger  birds,  over  the  disintegration  of  the 
Western  will.” 

—  John  Dos  Passos,  Midcentury  (1960) 
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Jews  in  American  Film  and  Television 


America’s  motion  picture  industry  is  so  keenly 
attuned  to  Jewish  concerns  and  sensibilities  that 
even  some  Jewish  observers  seem  amazed.  Noting 
that  a  Jewish-theme  film  has  received  the  Oscar 
award  in  the  documentary  film  category  for  three 
years  in  a  row,  Ami  Eden,  a  writer  for  the  Jewish 
Exponent  —  a  paper  serving  the  Jewish  community 
of  Philadelphia  —  offered  this  tongue  in  cheek  com¬ 
mentary  in  a  recent  column  (March  30,  2000,  p.  5): 

Rumor  has  it  that  non-Jewish  films  are  actu¬ 
ally  eligible  to  win  the  Oscar  for  best  documen¬ 
tary,  but  someone  seems  to  have  forgotten  the 
judges.  This  year,  the  choice  was  “One  Day  in 
September,”  which  examines  the  murder  of 
eleven  Israeli  athletes  at  the  1972  Munich 
Olympic  Games.  Two  Holocaust-related  films, 
“The  Long  Way  Home”  and  “The  Last  Days,” 
took  home  the  honor  in  1998  and  1999,  respec¬ 
tively. 

So  as  not  to  raise  any  more  false  hopes  among 
producers  of  non-Jewish  films,  rumor  has  it 
that  the  Academy  of  Motion  Picture  Arts  and 
Sciences  has  decided  to  change  the  name  of  the 
category.  Next  year,  expect  the  announcement 
to  read  something  like  this:  The  Oscar  for  Best 
Documentary  on  a  Jewish  Topic  goes  to  ... 

‘Incredibly  Favorable’  Media  Treatment 

No  less  than  Hollywood,  American  television  is 
keenly  sensitive  to  Jewish  interests  and  concerns. 
Joseph  Aaron,  a  regular  writer  for  the  Chicago  Jew¬ 
ish  News  and  other  Jewish  community  papers,  can¬ 
didly  observed  in  a  recent  column:  “The  fact  is  that 
Jews  get  just  about  the  most  favorable  media  treat¬ 
ment  of  any  group  in  this  country  ...  Not  only  are  we 
not  covered  unfairly  but  we  are,  in  fact,  portrayed 
incredibly  favorably  ...”  ( Jewish  Journal,  Los  Ange¬ 
les,  April  7,  2000,  p.  66) 

Aaron  went  on  to  write  glowingly  of  a  recent  epi¬ 
sode  of  the  popular  television  series  “Touched  by 
Angel,”  in  which  Judaism  is  portrayed  in  affection¬ 
ate  detail.  One  of  the  episode’s  script  writers,  Aaron 
noted,  is  an  Orthodox  rabbi.  So  sympathetic  to  Jews 
and  Judaism  is  this  episode  that  Aaron  gushes: 
“Amazing,  remarkable  . . .  How  many  other  religions 
get  their  sacred  moments  shown  lovingly  and  accu¬ 
rately  on  national  TV  on  a  prime  time  series?” 

“Part  of  our  problem,  I  think,”  Aaron  goes  on  to 
tell  his  Jewish  readers, 

is  that  we’ve  elevated  being  suspicious  to  an 
art  form.  Even  though  no  one  is  chasing  us  any¬ 
more,  we  can’t  shake  the  feeling  that  there 
must  be  someone  out  there  gunning  for  us.  And 


so  if  there  isn’t,  we  imagine  it. 

. . .  We  complain  and  moan  about  how  the  media 
treat  us,  portray  us  and  yet  we  fail  to  see  how 
often  and  how  much  they  portray  us  as  they  did 
on  Sunday  night’s  “Touched  by  an  Angel.” 


Estee  Lauder  Ads  Evoke  ‘Nazi  Image’? 

The  giant  cosmetics  firm  of  Estee  Lauder  has 
recently  come  under  fire  for  some  of  its  advertise¬ 
ments  depicting  blond  models.  Critics  say  the  pho¬ 
tos  “evoke  the  Nazi  image  of  the  perfect  race,” 
according  to  a  report  in  the  weekly  Jewish  Press  of 
Brooklyn,  New  York  (“Lauder  Ads  Called  Nazi 
Like,”  March  10,  2000).  A  Lauder  company  spokes¬ 
man,  however,  rejects  the  charge  as  “totally  ludi¬ 
crous,”  adding  that  anyone  who  is  familiar  with  the 
Lauder  name  knows  that  it  would  never  do  any¬ 
thing  having  “Nazi  undertones.”  The  company, 
which  is  run  by  Leonard  Lauder,  said  it  might  pull 
ads  from  the  trendy  Talk  magazine,  whose  creative 
director,  Oliveri  Toscani,  made  the  remarks. 

Not  only  is  the  Lauder  family  Jewish,  but 
Leonard’s  brother,  Ronald  Lauder,  plays  a  promi¬ 
nent  role  in  international  Jewish-Zionist  affairs.  He 
is  head  of  the  Jewish  National  Fund,  an  important 
quasi-governmental  Israeli  agency,  the  Chairman  of 
Presidents  of  Major  Jewish  Organizations,  a  power¬ 
ful  Jewish-American  organization,  and  heads  the 
Ronald  S.  Lauder  Foundation,  which  works  to 
advance  Jewish  interests  in  Eastern  Europe. 


Moving? 

Please  notify  us  of  your  new  address  at  least  six 
weeks  in  advance.  Send  address  change  to: 

IHR,  P.O.  Box  2739,  Newport  Beach,  CA  92659, 
USA. 


“How  can  we  be  concerned  with  the  past  and  not 
with  the  future ?  Or  with  the  future  and  not  with  the 
past?” 

—  T.  S.  Eliot,  The  Family  Reunion. 


“All  democracies  have  a  basis,  a  foundation.  For 
France  it  is  1789,  for  Germany  it  is  Auschwitz.” 

—  German  Foreign  Minister  Joseph  Fischer, 
Siiddeutsche  Zeitung  (Munich),  issue  No.  50,  1999. 
Quoted  in  Nation  und  Europa  (Coburg),  April  1999, 

p.  6. 
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Jews:  A  Religious  Community,  a  People,  or  a  Race? 


Defining  “Jew”  has  never  been  simple.  Is  he 
someone  who  practices  Judaism,  the  Jewish  reli¬ 
gion,  or  is  he  identified  by  his  ancestry?  While  many 
Americans  assume  that  Jews  are  essentially  a  reli¬ 
gious  group,  Jews  themselves  take  for  granted  that 
their  community  is  much  more  ethnic-national  than 
it  is  religious. 

Benjamin  Netanyahu,  until  recently  Israel’s 
prime  minister,  frankly  regards  Jews  as  members  of 
a  racial  group.  Speaking  in  February  to  a  gathering 
of  nearly  a  thousand  Jews  in  southern  California, 
he  said:  “If  Israel  had  not  come  into  existence  after 
World  War  II  than  [sic]  I  am  certain  the  Jewish  race 
wouldn’t  have  survived.”  ( Daily  Pilot,  Newport 
Beach/  Costa  Mesa,  Feb.  28,  2000,  front  page) 

The  Israeli  leader  went  on  to  exhort  his  audi¬ 
ence:  “I  stand  before  you  and  say  you  must 
strengthen  your  commitment  to  Israel.  You  must 
become  leaders  and  stand  up  as  Jews.  We  must  be 
proud  of  our  past  to  be  confident  of  our  future.” 
(Similarly  forthright  appeals  by  non-Jews  to  racial- 
ethnic  pride  are,  of  course,  routinely  condemned  as 
“racist”  or  “neo-Nazi.”) 

Echoing  Netanyahu,  an  influential  Jewish  com¬ 
munity  paper  with  a  nationwide  readership 
recently  referred  to  Jews  as  a  racial  group.  An  edi¬ 
torial  entitled  “Some  Other  Race”  in  the  March  17, 
2000,  issue  of  the  New  York  weekly  Forward  urges 
readers  to  fill  out  the  federal  government  census 
form.  It  goes  on  to  suggest:  “...On  question  eight  [of 
the  form,  which  asks  about  race],  you  might  con¬ 
sider  doing  what  more  than  one  member  of  our 
redaktzia  [editorial  staff]  has  done:  checking  the 
box  ‘some  other  race’  and  writing  in  the  word  ‘Jew’.” 

Charles  Bronfman,  a  main  sponsor  of  the  $210 
million  “Birthright  Israel”  project  to  “sell  Jewish¬ 
ness”  to  American  Jews,  expresses  a  similar  senti¬ 
ment.  He  is  co-chairman  of  the  powerful  Seagram 
company,  and  brother  of  Edgar  Bronfman,  Sr.,  pres¬ 
ident  of  the  World  Jewish  Congress.  “You  can  live  a 
perfectly  decent  life  not  being  Jewish,”  says  Charles 
Bronfman,  “but  I  think  you’re  losing  a  lot  —  losing 
the  kind  of  feeling  you  have  when  you  know  [that] 
throughout  the  world  there  are  people  who  some¬ 
how  or  other  have  the  same  kind  of  DNA  that  you 
have.”  (“Project  Reminds  Young  Jews  of  Heritage,” 
The  Washington  Post,  Jan.  17,  2000,  p.  A19) 

Theodor  Herzl,  the  founder  of  the  modern  Zion¬ 
ist  movement,  stressed  in  his  seminal  book  Der 
Judenstaat  (“The  Jewish  State”),  published  in  1896, 
that  Jews  around  the  world  constitute  a  Volk,  that 
is,  a  people  or  nationality,  with  interests  different 
than  those  of  the  non- Jews  among  whom  they  live. 
Accordingly,  Israeli  political  figures  and  Jewish 


community  leaders  in  the  United  States  routinely 
speak  of  “the  Jewish  people.” 

Consistent  with  that,  Jewish  leaders  express 
alarm  that  so  many  Jews  are  marrying  non-Jews 
(an  attitude  that  is  denounced  as  “racist”  if 
expressed  by  non-Jews).  Charles  S.  Liebman,  a  pro¬ 
fessor  at  Bar-Ilan  University  in  Israel,  bluntly 
declares  that  intermarriage  “violates  the  most  basic 
norms  of  Judaism  [and]  threatens  Jewish  survival.” 
{Los  Angeles  Times,  April  17,  2000) 

For  decades  a  small  number  of  American  Jews  — 
notably  Alfred  Lilienthal,  author  of  The  Zionist  Con¬ 
nection,  and  Rabbi  Elmer  Berger,  leader  of  the 
American  Council  for  Judaism  —  worked  hard  to 
persuade  fellow  Jews  to  reject  Jewish  nationalism 
(Zionism),  and  instead  regard  themselves  essen¬ 
tially  as  a  religious  group.  Overwhelmingly,  though, 
Jews  have  rejected  such  pleas.  Indeed,  some  of  the 
most  prominent  Jewish  personalities  of  the  past 
century  —  including  Albert  Einstein,  Ilya  Ehren- 
burg,  and  Israel’s  first  prime  minister,  David  Ben- 
Gurion  —  have  been  non-religious. 

As  a  matter  of  basic  state  policy,  Israel  actively 
encourages  immigration  of  Jews  —  defined  by 
ancestry  —  from  around  the  world,  while  at  the 
same  time  strongly  discouraging  settlement  by  non- 
Jews,  even  forbidding  immigration  of  non- Jews  who 
were  bom  in  what  is  now  Israel. 

—  M.W. 


Remember  the  Institute  in  Your  Will 

If  you  believe  in  the  Institute  for  Historical 
Review  and  its  fight  for  freedom  and  truth  in  his¬ 
tory,  please  remember  the  IHR  in  your  will  or  desig¬ 
nate  the  IHR  as  a  beneficiary  of  your  life  insurance 
policy.  It  can  make  all  the  difference. 

If  you  have  already  mentioned  the  Institute  in 
your  will  or  life  insurance  policy,  or  if  you  would  like 
further  information,  please  let  us  know. 

Director,  IHR 
P.O.  Box  2739 
Newport  Beach,  CA  92659 
USA 


“Remember  that  prosperity  can  be  only  for  the 
free,  and  that  freedom  is  the  sure  possession  of  those 
alone  who  have  the  courage  to  defend  it.” 

—  Pericles 
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Visit  www.ihr.org 

IHR  Web  Site  Offers  Worldwide 
Access  to  Revisionism 

On  its  own  Inter¬ 
net  web  site, 
www.ihr.org,  the 
Institute  for  Histori¬ 
cal  Review  makes 
available  an  impres¬ 
sive  selection  of  IHR 
material,  including 
dozens  of  IHR  Jour¬ 
nal  articles  and 
reviews.  It  also  includes  a  listing  of  every  item  that 
has  ever  appeared  in  this  Journal,  as  well  as  the 
complete  texts  of  The  Zionist  Terror  Network,  “The 
Leuchter  Report,”  and  Kulaszka’s  encyclopedic 
work  Did  Six  Million  Really  Die?.  New  material  is 
added  as  time  permits. 

Key  words  can  be  located  in  any  of  the  site’s 
items  using  a  built-in  search  capability. 

Through  the  IHR  web  site,  revisionist  scholar¬ 
ship  is  instantly  available  to  millions  of  computer 
users  worldwide,  free  of  censorship  by  governments 
or  powerful  special  interest  groups.  It  can  be 
reached  24  hours  a  day  from  around  the  globe 
through  the  World  Wide  Web  (WWW),  a  multi- 
media  Internet  service. 

Interest  in  the  IHR  web  site  has  grown  steadily 
over  the  past  year.  It’s  recently  been  receiving  about 
4,200  “hits”  or  “visits”  per  day. 

Journal  associate  editor  Greg  Raven  maintains 
and  operates  this  site  as  its  “web  master.”  Because 
it  is  linked  to  several  other  revisionist  (and  anti¬ 
revisionist)  web  sites,  visitors  can  easily  access  vast 
amounts  of  additional  information. 

The  IHR  web  site  address  is 
http://www.ihr.org 
E-mail  messages  can  be  sent  to 
ihr@ihr.org 


Thanks 

We’ve  stirred  up  things  a  lot  since  the  first  issue 
of  the  Journal  of  Historical  Review  came  out  in  the 
spring  of  1980  —  20  years  ago.  Without  the  staunch 
support  of  you,  our  subscribers,  it  couldn’t  have  sur¬ 
vived.  So  please  keep  sending  those  clippings,  the 
helpful  and  critical  comments  on  our  work,  the 
informative  articles,  and  the  extra  boost  over  and 
above  the  subscription  price.  It’s  our  life  blood.  To 
everyone  who  has  helped  keep  the  Journal  alive, 
our  sincerest  thanks. 


Could  You  Survive  a  Nuclear  Attack? 

Whv  I  Survived 


vny 

Til 


e  A-Bomb 


By  Akira  Kohchi  (Albert  Kawachi) 

Until  now,  the  real  story  of  the  first  nuclear  holocaust  had  not  been 
told.  Previous  books  on  the  atomic  bombings  of  Hiroshima  ap¬ 
proached  it  only  obliquely:  technical  works  hailed  it  as  a  marvel  of 
nuclear  science,  and  books  written  from  the  military  perspective  hon¬ 
ored  the  men  who  gave  and  carried  out  a  difficult  order.  Even  the  eye¬ 
witness  accounts,  numbering  some  two  thousand  —  and  almost  all 
yet  to  be  translated  from  the  Japanese  —  are  overwhelmingly  stories 
of  personal  misery.  The  total  picture  —  the  background,  scope,  and 
consequences  of  the  catastrophe  —  has,  until  now,  never  been  pre¬ 
sented. 

Why  [Survived  the  A-Bomb  tells 
a  unique  and  fascinating  story  as 
seen  from  inside  Japan  48  years  ago 
and  today.  The  author  is  eminently 
qualified  —  he  lived  through  the 
experience  of  a  nuclear  attack  and 
walked  through  the  flaming,  radio¬ 
active  city  of  Hiroshima! 

Albert  Kawachi,  a  longtime  Unit¬ 
ed  Nations  finance  officer,  explores 
the  attempts  at  political  and  eco¬ 
nomic  justifications  for  the  atom- 
bombing  as  he  describes  the  day-to- 
day  living  experiences  of  his  family 
in  its  wake.  His  story  is  dramatic,  in¬ 
formative,  and  historically  revision-  Holocaust  survivor 
ist.  and  author 

What  was  it  really  like  to  survive  Albert  Kawachi 
the  massive  devastation,  then  deal 

with  the  suffering  and  humiliation  wrought  by  this  American  dooms¬ 
day  weapon?  Who  was  behind  the  use  of  the  bomb  in  the  first  place? 
And  what  did  it  really  accomplish?  We  need  real  answers  to  these  hard 
questions  before  we  speak  glibly  of  defense  and  disarmament,  and  be¬ 
fore  we  argue  over  trade  imbalances  and  deficits,  for  what  happened 
at  Hiroshima  and  Nagasaki  could  be  our  tomorrow. 

Chapters  include:  At  the  Beginning  •  The  Pacific  •  The  Home 
Battleground  •  Hiroshima  on  August  6, 1945  •  The  Days  After 
•  The  Surrender  of  Japan  and  Her  Recovery  •  My  America  and 
“Pearl  Harbor”  •  Hiroshima  and  Me  •  At  the  End 

Why  I  Survived  the  A-Bomb 

Hardbound,  230  pages,  photos,  notes,  appendices  (#0935) 

$16.45  postpaid  (CA  sales  tax  $1.08) 

Institute  For  Historical  Review 
PO  Box  2739,  Newport  Beach,  CA  92659  USA 
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Reviews 

Gorbachev’s  New  Look  at  Soviet  History:  Insightful  and  Naive 


Gorbachev:  On  My  Country  and  the  World,  by 

Mikhail  S.  Gorbachev.  Translated  from  Russian  by 
George  Shriver.  New  York:  Columbia  University 
Press,  1999.  Hardcover.  300  pages.  $29.95. 

Reviewed  by  Basil  Dmytryshyn 

Just  how  and  why  did  the  Soviet  Union  collapse? 
Was  the  demise  of  this  once-mighty  empire  inevita¬ 
ble?  In  this  important  book,  the  last  leader  of  the 
Communist  Party  of  the  Soviet  Union  (1985-1991), 
and  the  last  President  of  the  USSR  (1989-1991), 
offers  answers  to  these  questions  and  provides  valu¬ 
able  insights  on  the  70-year  Soviet  experiment, 
including  its  origins  and  collapse,  an  assessment  of 
his  tenure  as  the  last  Soviet  leader,  and  reflections 
on  current  global  issues. 

On  My  Country  and  the  World  is  organized  into 
three  parts.  In  the  first,  entitled  “The  October  Rev¬ 
olution:  Its  Sense  and  Significance,”  Gorbachev 
takes  a  close  look  at  Soviet  history.  He  states  “abso¬ 
lutely  and  definitively”  that  “the  October  Revolution 
[which  brought  Lenin  and  the  Bolsheviks  to  power] 
was  historically  inevitable”  (p.  3).  This  is  patently 
untrue;  demonstrably  only  death  and  taxes  are 
inevitable! 

Having  made  this  assertion,  Gorbachev  then 
seems  to  contradict  himself,  correctly  noting  that,  in 
the  years  before  the  outbreak  of  the  First  World  War 
(1914),  Imperial  Russia  experienced  rapid  economic 
growth,  including  enormous  railroad  construction, 
and  broad  social,  political  and  cultural  develop¬ 
ment,  including  great  expansion  in  education  and 
the  cooperative  movement,  along  with  the  emer¬ 
gence  of  political  parties  and  labor  unions,  the  rise 
of  an  independent  judiciary,  and  a  silver  age  in 
music,  literature,  and  art  —  in  short,  profound 
changes  that  had  a  generally  positive  impact  on 
every  aspect  of  Russian  life. 

Gorbachev  is  right  in  noting  that  Russia’s  disas¬ 
trous  involvement  in  the  First  World  War,  which 
resulted  in  millions  of  casualties,  enormous  suffer¬ 
ing  and  dire  shortages  of  basic  needs,  triggered  the 
popular  February  1917  revolution  that  ended  the 


Basil  Dmytryshyn,  Professor  Emeritus  of  History,  was 
born  in  Poland.  He  holds  a  Ph.D.  from  University  of  Cali¬ 
fornia,  Berkeley  (1955).  For  years  he  taught  history  at 
Portland  State  University.  He  is  the  author  or  editor  of 
several  books,  including  USSR:  A  Concise  History ,  and  of 
numerous  articles  published  in  various  scholarly  jour¬ 
nals. 


Mikhail  Gorbachev 


ancient  Romanov  dynasty.  He  is,  however,  dead 
wrong  in  stating  that  the  short-lived  Provisional 
Government  was  “helpless,  cowardly,  and  self-seek¬ 
ing”  (p.  6).  Here  he  repeats  the  standard  Soviet  ver¬ 
sion  of  history,  and  ignores  Lenin’s  obstructionist 
tactics  during  that  chaotic  period,  as  well  as  the  put¬ 
sch-like  character  of  the  Bolshevik  seizure  of  power. 
Instead  Gorbachev  praises  Lenin’s  promises  of 
peace,  land,  bread,  national  self-determination,  and 
workers’  control  of  factories  —  none  of  which  ever 
materialized. 

Gorbachev  contends  that  Lenin  tried  but  failed 
to  introduce  “Communist  principles”  in  Russia,  and 
blames  Stalin  for  the  failure.  This  assertion  is 
totally  wrong.  It  was  Lenin,  not  Stalin,  who  created 
this  first  totalitarian  system  of  the  20th  century. 
Lenin  outlawed  all  opposition  political  parties;  abol¬ 
ished  freedom  of  the  press  and  assembly;  declared 
anyone  who  opposed  him  an  enemy  of  the  people; 
established  concentration  camps;  reneged  on  his 
promises  to  give  land  to  the  peasants  and  self-deter¬ 
mination  to  non-Russian  nationalities;  imposed 
secrecy  and  iron  discipline  on  all  party  members; 
introduced  purges;  and  established  the  Communist 
Party’s  monopoly  control  of  all  communications 
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media.  Stalin’s  “contribution”  to  Leninism  was 
physical  brutality  on  a  mass  scale. 

Stalin,  Gorbachev  writes,  was  a  “cunning,  crafty, 
cruel,  and  merciless  individual,  and  a  morbid  suspi¬ 
ciousness  was  an  innate  part  of  his  character”  (p. 
16).  While  this  characterization  is  correct,  Gor¬ 
bachev  fails  to  note  that  Stalin  —  as  General  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Communist  Party  of  the  USSR  from  1924 
to  1953  (and  thus  Gorbachev’s  predecessor)  —  faith¬ 
fully  carried  out  all  of  Lenin’s  policies. 

These  included  the  rapid  industrialization  of  the 
country  (which  Lenin  had  proposed  in  1922),  an 
enormous,  coerced  program  that,  Gorbachev  claims, 
transformed  backward  Russia  into  a  leading  indus¬ 
trial  power  “comparable  to  the  advanced  countries  of 
the  world”  (Gorbachev’s  italics,  p.  26).  This  is  not 
true.  On  the  eve  of  the  First  World  War,  Imperial 
Russia  was  fifth  in  world  coal  production;  second  in 
oil;  fifth  in  pig  iron  and  steel;  fourth  in  the  cotton 
industry;  second  in  railroad  mileage;  and  first  in 
sugar  beet  cultivation  and  refining.  In  short,  Russia 
was  already  a  major  industrial  and  economic  power 
before  the  1917  Revolution. 

Gorbachev  is  correct  in  saying  that  the  Soviet 
people  paid  a  very  heavy  price  for  the  Lenin-Stalin 
program  of  accelerated  industrialization,  which 
according  to  official  propaganda  was  designed  to 
overtake  and  surpass  the  West.  And  even  after  the 
Stalin  era,  the  people  continued  to  pay  heavily.  As 
Gorbachev  quite  rightly  notes,  the  “overtake  and 
surpass”  policy  ruined  the  peasantry,  destroyed  the 
competent  and  the  industrious,  profligately  wasted 
the  country’s  natural  resources,  and  was  enforced 
by  brutal  terror.  It  was  carried  out  largely  without 
modem  science  and  technology  (contacts  with  for¬ 
eign  scientists  was  prohibited),  and  relied  heavily 
on  prison  labor  and  a  vast  state  apparatus  of  cor¬ 
rupt  bureaucrats  who  were  masters  of  serving  and 
surviving.  “Collectivization  and  the  Gulag  together 
destroyed  the  human  potential  of  our  nation,” 
writes  Gorbachev,  “and  they  strengthened  the  dicta¬ 
torial  regime.” 

Yet  even  after  acknowledging  all  this,  Gorbachev 
goes  on  cite  what  he  calls  “astonishingly  great 
achievements”  (p.  28)  of  the  Soviet  era,  which,  he 
says,  included  guaranteed  employment,  free  educa¬ 
tion,  public  health  service,  inexpensive  housing  and 
transportation,  and  accomplishments  in  the  the¬ 
ater,  arts,  film  and  sports.  Having  visited  many  for¬ 
eign  countries,  Gorbachev  acknowledges  that  “the 
standard  of  living  in  the  Soviet  Union  remained  sig¬ 
nificantly  lower  than  in  most  developed  countries” 
(p.  29).  This  reviewer  would  like  to  interject  that, 
except  for  its  military  might  and  space  program,  by 
the  standards  of  industrialized  countries,  and  even 
many  developing  ones,  Gorbachev’s  Soviet  Union 
(like  the  current  Russian  Federation)  was  backward 
in  many,  many  ways. 


Gorbachev  attributes  this  congenital  backward¬ 
ness  to  the  paralyzing  constraints  of  the  Stalinist 
apparatus  (which,  as  already  mentioned,  was  actu¬ 
ally  initiated  by  Lenin).  Gorbachev  praises  Khrush¬ 
chev’s  “de-Stalinization”  effort  (1954-64),  viewing  it 
as  a  forerunner  of  his  own  1980s  policies  of  pere¬ 
stroika  (restructuring)  and  glasnost  (openness). 
Unfortunately,  but  inevitably,  these  efforts  were 
doomed  to  failure  because  both  Gorbachev  and 
Khrushchev  remained  loyal  to  Leninism,  and  each 
fell  victim  to  an  intra-party  coup. 

After  each  coup,  Gorbachev  observes  correctly, 
the  nation  fell  back  more  deeply  into  stagnation, 
corruption,  demoralization,  and  disenchantment.  It 
was  this  legacy,  it  seems,  that  induced  Gorbachev  to 
turn  to  the  works  of  such  early  critics  of  Lenin’s 
experiment  as  Karl  Kautsky,  Otto  Bauer,  and 
Friedrich  Adler,  all  of  whom  he  quotes.  Apparently 
under  the  influence  of  such  critics,  Gorbachev  was 
converted  to  western  European  Social  Democratic 
ideas  that  emphasized  freedom  and  decency.  Gor¬ 
bachev  does  not,  however,  reveal  exactly  when  and 
how  he  became  a  convert  to  these  concepts. 

Also  in  Part  One,  Gorbachev  discusses  Soviet 
ideological  distrust  of  the  capitalist  world,  Soviet 
efforts  (open  and  secret)  to  overthrow  it,  and  the 
building  of  an  enormous  military  and  industrial 
complex  designed  to  expand  Soviet  power  in 
Europe,  Asia,  Africa,  and  the  Americas.  Gorbachev 
takes  due  credit  for  ending  the  Cold  War  by  intro¬ 
ducing  perestroika  and  glasnost  in  foreign  policy,  a 
broad  initiative  that,  he  claims,  benefited  every¬ 
body.  As  he  notes,  his  new  policy  encountered  strong 
opposition  from  threatened  members  of  the  privi¬ 
leged  Soviet  hierarchy  (or  nomenklatura),  as  well  as 
skepticism  from  Western  leaders.  All  the  same,  Gor¬ 
bachev  believes,  his  new  vision  undermined  the 
foundations  of  the  totalitarian  system  at  home,  and 
of  the  Soviet- Western  confrontation  abroad. 

In  Part  Two  of  this  book,  “The  Union  Could  Have 
Been  Preserved,”  Gorbachev  details  his  own  role  in 
the  dramatic  events  that  culminated  in  the  collapse 
of  the  USSR  at  the  end  of  1991.  He  maintains  that 
“no  one  foresaw  the  dissolution  of  the  Soviet  Union” 
(p.  83).  That  is  really  not  correct.  At  least  a  few  aca¬ 
demic  observers  in  the  West  saw  this,  but  their  fore¬ 
sight  was  largely  ignored.  The  popular  media  and 
the  political-scholarly  establishment  —  impressed 
by  Soviet  military  might  and  Soviet  propaganda  — 
took  no  interest  in  trying  to  understand  the  inher¬ 
ent  weaknesses  of  the  Soviet  system,  above  all  the 
powerful  ethnic-national  tensions  that  ultimately 
destroyed  the  USSR  —  the  same  forces  that  have 
brought  down  other  multi-national  empires. 

Gorbachev  tried  to  maintain  the  multi-national 
USSR,  but  reorganized  on  a  voluntary  basis.  What 
he  failed  to  appreciate  is  the  deeply  entrenched 
resentment  based  on  the  fact  that  the  country’s 
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many  non-Russian  nationalities  (who  made  up 
nearly  half  the  total  population)  had  been  forcibly 
brought  under  Moscow’s  control  by  military  might, 
both  Tsarist  and  Soviet. 

The  first  serious  outbreak  of  popular  hostility  to 
Russian  rule,  Gorbachev  contends,  was  at  a  March- 
April  1986  confrontation  between  Russian  and 
Yakut  students  in  north-east  Siberia.  (He  fails  to 
mention  that  earlier  there  had  been  many  sup¬ 
pressed  anti-Russian  demonstrations  that  had 
erupted  in  various  parts  of  the  USSR.)  In  the  wake 
of  that  incident,  he  continues,  ethnic  hostility 
erupted  in  Kazakhstan,  Armenia,  Azerbaijan,  Geor¬ 
gia,  Lithuania  and  other  non-Russian  regions.  As 
Gorbachev  correctly  notes,  many  of  these  demon¬ 
strations  were  directed  not  just  against  Russians, 
but  against  other  ethnic  groups  as  well.  Alarmed  at 
the  spreading  ethnic  strife,  Gorbachev  reports,  the 
Soviet  leadership  debated  various  possible  solutions 
at  numerous  Politburo  meetings. 

Realizing  that  these  powerful  forces  could  tear 
apart  the  country,  Gorbachev  and  his  associates 
drafted  a  new  union  treaty  to  replace  the  one  that 
had  established  the  Union  of  Soviet  Socialist 
Republics  in  1922-24.  Gorbachev  was  committed  to 
preserving  the  USSR  in  some  form,  and  accordingly 
he  details  here  his  efforts  to  that  end,  including  a 
nationwide  referendum  on  March  17, 1991,  in  which 
every  Soviet  citizen  was  to  answer  the  question:  “Do 
you  consider  it  necessary  to  preserve  the  USSR  as  a 
renewed  federation  of  equal,  sovereign  states- 
republics  in  which  the  rights  and  freedoms  of  per¬ 
sons  of  all  nationalities  will  be  fully  guaranteed?” 
(p.  118).  As  Gorbachev  notes,  76  percent  voted  their 
approval. 

Just  before  the  new  federation  was  to  come  into 
being,  though,  everything  was  derailed  by  a  dra¬ 
matic  coup  staged  on  August  19, 1991,  by  “hard  line” 
members  of  the  top  nomenklatura  echelon  (includ¬ 
ing  his  own  vice  president  and  several  other  close 
colleagues  whom  he  himself  had  appointed),  as  well 
as  by  the  actions  of  his  principal  rival,  Boris  Yeltsin, 
president  of  the  Russian  Federation  within  the 
USSR.  Gorbachev  devotes  several  pages  to  the 
failed  three-day  coup  that  squandered  the  last  rem¬ 
nants  of  Communist  Party  authority  and  prestige, 
and  which,  along  with  the  decision  by  Russia, 
Ukraine  and  other  republics  to  opt  for  indepen¬ 
dence,  finally  sealed  the  fate  of  the  USSR. 

Still  believing  that  the  USSR  could  have  been 
preserved,  and  that  its  breakup  was  a  tragedy  for 
everyone,  Gorbachev  is  very  critical  of  the  decision 
by  Russian  president  Yeltsin  and  the  leaders  of 
other  Soviet  republics  to  discard  the  USSR.  In  sup¬ 
port  of  this  view,  he  quotes  at  length  from  tran¬ 
scripts  of  Politburo  debates.  While  revealing,  these 
high-level  debates  ignored  the  prevailing  popular 


mood  of  the  time.  Gorbachev’s  promises  in  1991  to 
establish  a  new  federation  on  a  just  and  equitable 
basis  were  widely  equated  with  the  broken  promises 
made  by  Lenin  and  his  successors  about  the  original 
USSR.  Consciously  or  not,  events  affirmed  the  truth 
of  Lincoln’s  familiar  adage  that  one  can  fool  some  of 
the  people  all  of  the  time,  and  all  the  people  some  of 
the  time,  but  not  all  of  the  people  all  of  the  time. 
Because  Moscow’s  leaders  had  so  abjectly  failed  to 
live  up  to  their  past  promises,  most  people  opted  for 
national  independence  to  manage  (or  mismanage) 
for  themselves. 

Gorbachev  is  very  critical  of  the  December  8, 
1991,  meeting  at  which  the  leaders  of  Russia, 
Ukraine  and  Belarus  publicly  rejected  the  USSR 
and  agreed  on  independence  for  their  respective 
countries.  When  the  leaders  of  other  union  republics 
joined  them  in  establishing  a  loose  “Commonwealth 
of  Independent  States”  to  replace  the  USSR,  the 
Soviet  Union  passed  into  historical  oblivion.  Gor¬ 
bachev  acknowledged  the  new  reality  in  a  nation¬ 
ally  televised  address  on  December  25,  1991,  in 
which  he  announced  his  resignation  as  president  of 
the  USSR.  With  the  formal  termination  of  the 
Soviet  Union,  the  hammer  and  sickle  banner  that 
had  once  inspired  both  dread  and  pride  was  lowered 
from  the  Kremlin  for  the  last  time.  The  next  day  the 
Russian  tricolor  flag  was  hoisted  in  its  place. 

In  Part  Three,  “The  New  Thinking:  Yesterday, 
Today  and  Tomorrow,”  Gorbachev  reflects  on  inter¬ 
national  and  global  issues.  As  he  notes,  when  he 
assumed  power  in  1985,  the  Soviet  Union  was 
embroiled  in  a  bitter  and  costly  war  in  Afghanistan, 
relations  with  China  were  strained,  and  the  USSR 
was  mired  in  the  protracted  “Cold  War”  rivalry  with 
the  West.  The  country  was  devoting  a  whopping  25 
to  30  percent  of  its  GNP  to  military  spending  —  five 
to  six  times  more  than  that  of  the  NATO  countries. 
These  factors,  Gorbachev  writes,  forced  him  to 
adopt  his  radical  “new  thinking”  initiative  to 
sharply  reduce  military  rivalry  and  international 
tension,  and  thereby  to  end  the  “Cold  War.” 

He  credits  leading  Russian  and  Western  scien¬ 
tists,  as  well  as  the  leaders  of  the  United  States, 
Britain,  West  Germany,  Japan,  India  and  China,  for 
supporting  him  in  his  daring  campaign.  Not  sur¬ 
prisingly,  he  notes,  his  bold  new  approach  met  with 
considerable  opposition  at  home  and  suspicion 
abroad.  But  this  did  not  dissuade  him  from  his  goal. 
He  cites  Einstein’s  comment  that  in  a  nuclear  war 
there  can  be  no  winners.  His  realization  that 
“nuclear  war  is  irrational;  it  makes  no  sense”  (p. 
191),  sets  him  apart  from  such  men  as  Stalin  and 
Mao  Zedong. 

With  some  justifiable  pride,  Gorbachev  cites  spe¬ 
cific  achievements  of  his  dramatic  foreign  policy  ini¬ 
tiatives.  These  include  the  December  1987  US- 
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Soviet  treaty  on  the  elimination  and  destruction  of 
medium  and  short-range  missiles,  the  July  1991 
treaty  that  substantially  reduced  strategic  offensive 
weapons,  the  November  1990  treaty  on  reducing 
conventional  weapons  in  Europe,  as  well  as  a  series 
of  bilateral  agreements  on  wide-ranging  coopera¬ 
tion  with  France,  Italy,  Spain,  West  Germany,  and 
the  European  Union,  Gorbachev  also  notes  the 
impact  of  his  new  policies  in  East  Asia,  the  Middle 
East,  Africa,  and  Latin  America.  As  he  correctly 
points  out,  one  of  the  most  important  results  was 
the  unification  of  Germany  in  1990. 

In  the  remaining  pages  of  Part  Three,  Gorbachev 
offers  some  perspectives  on  the  challenges  for  Rus¬ 
sia  and  humanity  in  the  “post-confrontational” 
world.  On  this  eve  of  a  new  century,  his  assessment 
of  the  present  and  future  is  pessimistic,  notably 
because  “individual  countries  have  not  only  made 
no  effort  to  counter  disorganizing  developments  but 
have  often  displayed  impotence  or  indifference  in 
the  face  of  dangerous  chaotic  processes”  (p.  215). 

On  this  point  is  he  absolutely  correct.  With  few 
exceptions,  today’s  political  leaders  formulate  their 
nation’s  policies  not  on  a  realistic  and  far-sighted 
assessment  of  national  interests,  but  rather  accord¬ 
ing  to  fickle  public  opinion  about  current  events,  as 
measured  in  media-orchestrated  polls.  The  result¬ 
ing  confusion,  he  believes,  has  undermined  essen¬ 
tial  principles,  including  freedom  of  choice, 
recognition  of  pluralism,  rejection  of  brute  force  as 
an  instrument  of  world  politics,  and,  more  generally, 
patience  and  tolerance. 

“It  is  alarming  today,”  writes  Gorbachev  at 
another  point,  “to  see  that  the  world,  which  had 
begun  to  move  away  from  confrontation  and  toward 
unity,  is  once  again  being  pushed  onto  a  dangerous 
path...  The  responsibilities  of  those  involved  in 
international  politics  increase  with  each  passing 
day.  A  new  and  higher  quality  of  world  politics  is 
required.” 

Gorbachev  also  deplores  the  current  moral  deg¬ 
radation  of  the  individual  and  of  society,  the  decline 
of  spiritual  values,  and  the  spread  of  terrorism, 
organized  crime,  and  drug  trafficking  —  all  of 
which,  he  says,  have  created  a  breeding  ground  for 
the  criminalization  of  politics.  He  expresses  concern 
about  the  impact  of  the  information  revolution  on 
the  world  economy,  the  globalization  of  finance  and 
hanking;  the  spread  of  trans-national  corporations; 
environmental  problems;  and  the  challenge  of  bur¬ 
geoning  population  growth. 

As  Gorbachev  correctly  notes,  “the  .peoples  of  the 
world  are  seeking  self-identity  and  independence” 
(p.  232)  in  determining  their  own  futures.  At  the 
same  time  (and  in  typical  Soviet  style),  he  blames 
many  of  the  Third  World’s  current  problems  on 
western  colonialism.  He  is  also  silent  about  Impe¬ 


rial  Russian  and  Soviet  expansion  and  subjugation 
in  the  Baltic  region,  Ukraine,  Central  Asia,  Siberia, 
the  Far  East,  and  the  Caucasus.  (Incidentally,  he 
offers  no  explanation  for  the  Kremlin’s  current 
genocidal  war  in  Chechnya,  a  region  that  was  forc¬ 
ibly  brought  under  Russian  rule  in  the  mid-19th 
century.) 

Concerned  about  the  threat  of  a  nuclear  catas¬ 
trophe,  Gorbachev  believes  that  the  United  States, 
Russia,  China,  Britain,  and  France  should  reduce 
their  nuclear  arsenals,  stop  testing  nuclear  weap¬ 
ons,  terminate  arms  exports,  and  bolster  the  United 
Nations  as  a  potent  international  peace  keeping 
force. 

Gorbachev  is  highly  critical  of  US  foreign  policy 
in  recent  years,  including  ever  more  vocal  United 
States  claims  to  world  “leadership.”  In  this  regard, 
he  cites  the  war  unleashed  in  1999  against  Yugosla¬ 
via  (Serbia)  by  the  US-dominated  NATO  military 
alliance,  and  the  expansion  of  NATO  into  Eastern 
Europe,  a  move  that,  he  maintains,  will  promote 
European  division,  not  unity.  Writes  Gorbachev:  the 
United  States,  “which  plays  a  commanding  role  in 
NATO,  is  willing  not  only  to  disregard  the  norms  of 
international  law  but  also  to  impose  on  the  world  its 
own  agenda  in  international  relations  and,  in  fact, 
to  be  guided  in  world  relations  only  by  its  own 
‘national  interests,’  taking  the  United  Nations  into 
account  only  if  UN  decisions  and  actions  serve  US 
interests.”  As  a  possible  antidote  to  this,  Gorbachev 
proposes  that  “the  rights  and  powers  of  the  UN  Gen¬ 
eral  Assembly  may  need  to  be  revised”  (p.  228). 

As  this  book  further  attests,  Gorbachev’s  rise  to 
the  top  of  the  Soviet  hierarchy  is  more  than  remark¬ 
able;  it  is,  to  borrow  Churchill’s  well-known  expres¬ 
sion,  “a  mystery  inside  an  enigma.”  Just  how  was  it 
possible  for  this  Communist  heretic  to  conceal  his 
non-conformist  attitudes  as  he  climbed  ever  higher 
in  the  Soviet  power  structure?  How  did  the  Commu¬ 
nist  Party’s  strict  surveillance  apparatus  fail  to 
identify  this  heretic  of  Leninism-Stalinism?  Gor¬ 
bachev  provides  no  answers  to  this  mystery. 

In  spite  of  this  reviewer’s  often  critical  remarks 
about  Gorbachev’s  views,  and  even  his  treatment  of 
historical  facts,  this  book  by  the  man  who  once  held 
the  highest  position  of  power  in  the  Soviet  Union, 
and  who  presided  over  its  demise,  is  an  important 
document.  Because  it  contains  many  valuable  reve¬ 
lations  and  suggestions,  it  deserves  to  be  read  care¬ 
fully,  especially  by  those  in  authority. 


“It  does  not  require  a  majority  to  prevail ,  but 
rather  an  irate,  tireless  minority  keen  to  set  brush 
fires  in  people’s  minds.” 

—  Samuel  Adams 


68 


The  Journal  of  Historical  Review  —  March  /  April  2000 


Veteran  American  Journalist  Provides  Valuable  Inside  Look  at 
Third  Reich  Germany 


Into  the  Darkness:  A  Sympathetic  Report  from 
Hitler’s  Wartime  Reich,  by  Lothrop  Stoddard. 
Newport  Beach,  Calif.:  Noontide  Press,  2000.  (Fac¬ 
simile  reprint  of  the  original  1940  edition,  with  new 
introduction.)  312  pages.  Softcover.  Index.  $13.95. 

Reviewed  by  Theodore  J.  O’Keefe 

After  60  years  of  oblivion,  Lothrop  Stoddard’s 
Into  the  Darkness,  based  on  the  author’s  journey  to 
central  Europe  from  October  1939  to  early  1940, 
has,  thanks  to  the  Noontide  Press,  re-emerged  into 
the  light  of  day.  This  is  a  welcome  event,  for  this 
book  is  a  rare  even-handed  account  of  the  Third 
Reich  —  its  leaders,  its  people,  its  politics  and  soci¬ 
ety  —  at  the  outset  of  the  Second  World  War. 

Lothrop  Stoddard  was  not  just  any  journalist, 
but  perhaps  the  foremost  popular  American  writer 
on  race  of  the  20th  century.  Stoddard’s  Harvard 
Ph.D.  in  history  (his  dissertation  on  the  slave  revolt 
in  Haiti  was  published  in  1914  as  The  French  Revo¬ 
lution  in  San  Domingo)  and  his  languages  and  wide 
travel  set  him  apart  from  most  scribblers  of  his  day, 
and  ours.  His  Rising  Tide  of  Color  was  a  best-seller 
in  the  1920s,  when  Stoddard’s  notions  on  race, 
immigration,  and  eugenics  were  in  national  vogue, 
but  that  and  his  other  books  were  banished  not  long 
afterward  to  a  shadowy  existence  of  reprinting  by 
obscure  houses  and  availability  almost  entirely  by 
mail. 

Traveling  to  Europe  in  late  1939  as  a  correspon¬ 
dent  for  the  North  American  Newspaper  Alliance, 
the  56-year-old  Stoddard  was  given  generous  entree 
to  Germany’s  leaders,  from  Hitler  on  down.  Maneu¬ 
vering  his  way  around  the  blacked-out  country 
(whence  the  book’s  title),  whether  shepherded  by 
officials  or  on  his  own,  Stoddard  was  aided  not 
merely  by  his  intimacy  with  Germany,  dating  from 
before  the  First  World  War,  and  his  fluency  in  the 
language,  but  also  by  his  keen  reportorial  eye  and 
ear.  The  result  is  a  highly  readable  account  of  Ger¬ 
many  in  the  months  between  the  victorious  Polish 
campaign  and  the  conquest  of  Denmark,  Norway, 
France  and  the  Lowlands.  Read  today,  Into  the 
Darkness  resembles  a  time  capsule  from  a  forgotten 
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age,  an  age  before  the  atrocity  mills  were  working  to 
capacity  and  before  the  Nuremberg  Tribunal  had 
stamped  its  falsehoods  with  the  seal  of  authenticity. 

Most  American  journalists’  books  on  Third  Reich 
Germany  have  focused  on  politics,  nearly  always 
from  the  standpoint  of  Hitler’s  opponents.  Stoddard, 
while  hardly  neglecting  the  Party,  the  Wehrmacht, 
the  SS,  and  the  police,  is  largely  concerned  with 
describing  Germany’s  economic  and  social  life  and 
institutions.  He  was  able  not  merely  to  get  access  to 
Joseph  Goebbels,  Heinrich  Himmler,  Robert  Ley, 
Wilhelm  Frick,  Walter  Darr6,  Gertrud  Scholz-Klink 
and  many  other  leaders,  but  to  talk  directly  and 
knowledgeably  with  them  about  their  achieve¬ 
ments,  problems,  and  goals.  Stoddard  then  went  off 
to  observe  what  the  Nazis  were  doing  —  on  the 
farm,  in  the  workplace,  with  the  Labor  Service, 
through  the  Winterhilfe  aid  campaign,  and  in  the 
eugenics  court.  (Before  visiting  the  last,  he  talked 
with  such  figures  of  the  Reich’s  racial  and  genetics 
programs  as  Eugen  Fischer,  Fritz  Lenz,  and  Hans  F. 
K.  Gunther.)  What  Party  officials  and  government 
ministers  wouldn’t  tell  him,  he  was  often  able  to 
learn  from  taxi  drivers,  letter  carriers,  and  cleaning 
women  —  and  still  found  time  to  travel  to  Slovakia, 
where  he  interviewed  the  country’s  president,  Mon¬ 
signor  Josef  Tiso,  and  to  Hungary,  where  he  cele¬ 
brated  New  Year’s  eve  with  his  many  friends  among 
the  Magyars. 

Readers  of  Into  the  Darkness,  whether  they 
share  Stoddard’s  racial  views  or  not,  may  be  sur¬ 
prised  to  discover  how  objectively  he  described  what 
he  saw.  The  fact  that  his  views  on  racial  hierarchy 
and  the  preponderant  influence  of  inheritance  over 
that  of  environment  largely  jibed  with  those  of  the 
Nazis  did  not  make  the  American  Yankee  a  starry- 
eyed  sympathizer,  let  alone  a  propagandist  for,  the 
National  Socialist  experiment.  The  old-stock  Yan¬ 
kee  from  Brookline,  Massachusetts,  was  acutely 
aware  of  the  regime’s  all-encompassing  propaganda 
techniques,  and  part  of  the  appeal  of  his  narrative 
lies  in  his  canny  observations  on  how  German  offi¬ 
cialdom  did  its  best  to  micromanage  appearances 
(though  not  necessarily  in  a  heavy-handed  way) 
from  the  Reichskanzlei  to  the  Gasthaus. 

For  Stoddard,  unlike  William  Shirer,  Dorothy 
Day,  and  the  other  “crusading”  US  journalists  who 
covered  Germany  under  Hitler,  the  Third  Reich  lim¬ 
itations  on  freedoms  guaranteed  by  the  American 
Constitution  were  sufficient  grounds  for  distaste,  if 
not  censure,  of  the  regime.  While  Into  the  Darkness 
doesn’t  gloss  over  the  pervasive  censorship,  the  con¬ 
cealed  presence  of  the  Gestapo,  the  ring  tightening 
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around  the  Jews,  and  the  first 
rumors  (some  all  too  true)  of  Ger¬ 
man  outrages  in  Poland,  Stoddard 
was  disinclined  to  bandy,  let  alone 
manufacture,  atrocity  tales.  Thus 
his  picture  of  Germany,  even  under 
the  heightened  censorship,  ration¬ 
ing,  and  other  wartime  measures, 
accurately  describes  a  far  freer, 
safer  place,  for  the  great  majority 
of  its  people,  than  was  the  Soviet 
Union.  (That  the  Moscow  treaty  of 
August  1939  continued  in  force 
during  Stoddard’s  visit  afforded 
the  author  opportunity  to  make  a 
public  show  of  defiance  to  his 
hosts’  foreign  policy  when, 
together  with  other  journalists, 

Stoddard  toasted  the  Finnish 
resistance  to  the  late-1939  Soviet 
invasion.) 

In  1940,  however,  accuracy  and  objectivity  on 
Hitler’s  Germany  was  not  what  was  wanted  by 
America’s  intellectual  and  policy  establishment. 
Even  before  Into  the  Darkness  was  published,  Time 
magazine  sniped  at  Stoddard  as  “persona  grata  to 
Nazis,”  running  a  grotesquely  truncated  version  of 
his  interview  with  Goebbels  (already  published 
through  the  North  American  Newspaper  Alliance). 
By  the  time  his  book  appeared,  Germany’s  armed 
forces  had  conquered  Denmark  and  Norway,  over¬ 
run  the  Lowlands  and  conquered  France,  and 
driven  British  troops  back  across  the  Channel. 
While  the  United  States,  in  accord  with  the  wishes 
of  the  great  majority  of  Americans,  would  stay  offi¬ 
cially  neutral  for  a  further  a  year  and  half,  the  cli¬ 
mate  in  the  publishing  world,  the  academy,  and 
government  was  such  that  Stoddard  felt  con¬ 
strained  to  include  an  apologetic  “Statement”  on  the 
book  jacket.  It  begins  “Personally  repellent  and 
depressing  though  Nazi  Germany  was  to  me,  as  it 
must  be  to  any  normally-minded  American  ...”  and 
continues  in  the  same  mode  for  two  paragraphs. 
Stoddard’s  aim  then  was  to  salvage  himself  and  his 
book  by  advertising  Into  the  Darkness  as  a  clarion 
call  to  preparedness  against  the  German  “New 
Sparta  with  its  cult  of  ruthless  efficiency”;  today, 
Stoddard’s  apology  for  Into  the  Darkness  stands 
more  as  a  sad  tribute  to  the  intimidating  power, 
even  then,  of  America’s  Orwellian  media  combine. 
One  can’t  help  noting  that  none  of  Stalin’s  many 
apologists  among  American  journalists  seems  to 
have  felt  compelled  to  write  a  similar  disclaimer. 

Sixty  years  after  it  was  written,  the  text  of  Into 
the  Darkness  is  both  a  refutation  of  its  author’s  apo¬ 
logia  and  a  rebuke  to  his  detractors.  This  is  a  jour¬ 
nalistic  account  that  still  lives  and  breathes,  that 


informs  and  entertains. 

Part  of  this  is  due  to  Stoddard’s 
sympathy  for  so  many  of  his  sub¬ 
jects,  and  his  empathy  for  all  of 
them.  Part  is  due  to  the  book’s 
dynamic  objectivity,  which  arises 
from  Stoddard’s  efforts  to  get  at 
the  facts  behind  the  German  pro¬ 
paganda  rather  than  devise  his 
own  counter-propaganda. 

And  part  of  the  continued  vital¬ 
ity  of  Into  the  Darkness  is  certainly 
owing  to  our  knowledge  of  how 
things  will  end,  five  years  hence, 
for  Hitler,  Himmler,  Goebbels  and 
Tiso,  and  so  many  of  their  country¬ 
men. 

This  reviewer  has  no  evidence 
that  Lothrop  Stoddard  actively 
opposed  American  entry  into 
either  the  First  or  the  Second  World  War.  His  Into 
the  Darkness,  nevertheless,  is  a  vivid  reminder  that 
Germany  under  Hitler,  as  late  as  1940,  was  not  the 
inferno  of  persecution  alleged  by  its  detractors. 
Reading  it  today,  armed  with  a  hindsight  unavail¬ 
able  to  Stoddard,  one  may  profitably  wonder 
whether  the  (actual,  as  opposed  to  invented)  Nazi 
excesses  over  the  following  five  years  owed  more  to 
the  war  and  its  conduct  by  the  Allies  than  to  the  evil 
of  the  Nazis  or  the  Germans. 

Noontide’s  new  edition  of  Into  the  Darkness 
includes  an  up-to-date  and  informative  introduction 
on  Stoddard’s  career  by  Rachel  Dixon,  and  a  new 
cover  design  which  easily  excels  that  of  any  of  the 
author’s  earlier  books.  Neither  revisionists  nor  con¬ 
noisseurs  of  Stoddard’s  various  writings  on  race  will 
want  to  be  without  this  highly  readable,  and  most 
informative,  re-issue. 


“When  ancient  opinions  and  rules  of  life  are 
taken  away,  the  loss  cannot  possibly  be  estimated  . . . 
From  that  moment  we  have  no  compass  to  govern  us, 
nor  can  we  know  distinctly  to  what  port  to  steer." 

—  Edmund  Burke 


“A  thinking  man  is  the  worst  enemy  the  Prince  of 
Darkness  can  have;  every  time  such  a  one  announces 
himself,  I  doubt  not  there  runs  a  shudder  through 
the  nether  empire;  and  new  emissaries  are  trained 
with  new  tactics,  to,  if  possible,  entrap  and  hoodwink 
and  handcuff  him." 

—  Thomas  Carlyle 


Lothrop  Stoddard 
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Letters 


Truthful  Light 

While  hopping  about  the  web 
researching  a  novel  I  am  writing, 

I  recently  came  across  the  article 
about  Simon  Wiesenthal  [from  the 
July-August  1995  Journal ].  Hav¬ 
ing  read  many  books  on  World 
War  II  (as  well  as  being  the  child 
of  a  WWII  vet),  I  found  the  article 
intriguing  to  say  the  least.  I  found 
it  incredible  that  the  points  made 
in  the  article  could  be  true  until  I 
checked  a  few  of  the  sources  cited. 
Very  interesting  and  very  helpful. 
Thank  you  for  shining  a  truthful 
light  in  the  world. 

S.  L.  S. 
[by  e-mail] 

A  Record  of  Misanthropy 

As  I  make  my  way  through 
Kevin  MacDonald’s  book,  Separa¬ 
tion  and  its  Discontents  [reviewed 
in  the  May- June  1998  Journal],  I 
am  generally  impressed  —  once  I 
got  past  the  first  chapter,  which  is 
packed  with  incomprehensible 
sociological  jargon. 

My  interest  grew  tremen¬ 
dously  as  I  read  his  survey  of  the 
history  of  anti-Semitism.  As  Mac¬ 
Donald  shows,  the  same  com¬ 
plaints  about  Jews  keep  emerging 
century  after  century,  in  widely 
divergent  nations  and  cultures, 
both  Christian  and  non-Chris¬ 
tian,  European  and  non-Euro¬ 
pean.  The  persistence  of  this 
pattern  forces  one  to  consider  that 
these  complaints  may  have  some 
basis  in  fact. 

This  book  also  helps  me  to 
understand  the  Jewish  passion 
for  socialism.  It’s  always  difficult 
to  discern  the  real  motives  of  oth¬ 
ers,  but  having  closely  observed 
the  phenomenon  for  many  years, 
it  is  my  strong  impression  that 
socialism  is  a  manifestation  of 
misanthropy.  That  is,  the  socialist 
despises  his  fellow  man. 

As  Kevin  MacDonald  points 
out,  Jews  have  been  prone  to  mis¬ 


anthropy  for  centuries,  as  sug¬ 
gested  by  the  persistent  pattern  of 
complaints  against  them  wher¬ 
ever  they  have  lived. 

c.c. 

The  Woodlands,  Texas 

Irving’s  Doomed  Libel  Suit 

As  I  recall  I  said,  at  a  dinner  in 
New  York  with  some  revisionists 
around  last  Christmas  time,  that 
to  the  extent  that  Irving  claims 
that  Lipstadt  damaged  his  repu¬ 
tation  in  any  measurable  sense, 
he  will  lose.  Irving  was  not  black¬ 
balled  by  the  publishing  industry 
because  of  Lipstadt’s  book.  There 
was  not  the  element  of  what 
American  lawyers  call  “but  for 
cause.” 

Most  of  the  time  the  trial  con- 
sidered  other  issues  whose 
involvement  in  a  libel  suit  was 
hard  to  understand.  However,  as 
the  legally  vital  claim  of  damage 
by,  specifically,  the  Lipstadt  book, 
could  not  be  sustained  Irving’s 
position  was  hopeless  from  the 
outset. 

Arthur  R.  Butz 
Evanston,  Illinois 

No  Gas  Chamber  in  Dachau 

The  May-June  1993  Journal  of 
Historical  Review  (page  12)  con¬ 
tains  a  letter  by  Dr.  Martin 
Broszat  [of  the  Institute  for  Con¬ 
temporary  history  in  Munich] 
regarding  the  Dachau  concentra¬ 
tion  camp.  Broszat  mentions  a  gas 
chamber  there,  never  completely 
finished  or  put  into  operation. 

Toward  the  end  of  World  War 
II I  was  a  US  Army  captain  on  the 
staff  of  Ambassador  Robert  Mur¬ 
phy,  political  advisor  to  General 
Eisenhower.  I  was  at  Dachau 
about  a  month  after  it  had  been 
liberated,  either  the  end  of  May  or 
the  beginning  of  June,  1945. 
There  was  no  gas  chamber  there, 
nor  did  I  see  one  in  the  process  of 
construction.  What  did  occur  was 


that  some  higher  authority  in  the 
American  occupation  govern¬ 
ment,  whether  a  civilian  or  mili¬ 
tary,  I  don’t  know,  decreed  that  a 
gas  chamber  should  be  built, 
which  was  subsequently  done. 

I  was  also  at  the  Buchenwald 
camp  a  few  days  after  it  was  liber¬ 
ated  on  April  11,  1945.  There  was 
a  crematory  there  but  no  gas 
chamber. 

Homer  G.  Richey 
Charlottesville,  Virginia 

My  Path  to  Historical  Revisionism 

I  was  bom  here  in  Turku,  Fin¬ 
land,  in  1978,  and  have  lived  here 
all  my  life.  As  a  boy  I  was  very 
interested  in  ancient  history, 
especially  the  history  of  the 
Roman  Empire.  My  best  grades  in 
high  school  were  in  history  and 
religion. 

Because  I  loved  history,  natu¬ 
rally  I  read  lots  of  history  books. 
When  I  first  read  William  Shirer’s 
The  Rise  and  Fall  of  the  Third 
Reich,  it  immediately  became  a 
favorite,  mainly  because  Shirer’s 
prose  is  so  lively.  There  is  not  a 
single  boring  page.  My  copy  has 
numerous  underlinings  and  nota¬ 
tions  in  the  margins,  which  shows 
that  I  did  not  just  read  it  through. 
From  Shirer  I  learned  how  the 
Nazis  tried  to  eliminate  Jews  and 
Slavs  from  Europe.  It  was  most  of 
all  because  of  this  book  that  I 
came  to  think  of  Hitler  and  his  fol¬ 
lowers  as  the  most  evil  people  to 
ever  walk  the  planet.  Shirer’s 
book  reflected  my  own  political 
outlook.  Although  nowadays  I’m 
ashamed  to  admit  it,  for  a  short 
time  I  was  even  a  member  of  a 
Communist  youth  organization. 

But  soon  I  realized  that  Marx¬ 
ian  Socialism  had  an  even  blood¬ 
ier  history  than  National 
Socialism.  And  even  though  I  con¬ 
tinued  to  regard  Hitler  and 
Nazism  as  very  evil,  I  returned  to 
conservative  values. 
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When  I  was  about  15  years  old 
I  read  an  article  in  a  local  maga¬ 
zine  about  British  historian  David 
Irving.  I  was  shocked  to  read  that 
he  had  spoken  to  a  neo-Nazi  meet¬ 
ing  in  Germany,  where  he  was 
cheered  when  he  told  the  crowd 
that  the  Auschwitz  gas  chamber 
was  built  after  the  war  by  the 
Poles.  “Irving  must  be  mad,”  I 
thought.  “Anyone  who  denies  the 
Holocaust  must  be  completely 
crazy  because  there’s  so  much 
undeniable  evidence  for  it.” 

At  about  that  same  time  I  saw 
a  documentary  film  on  Finnish 
television,  “Profession:  Neo-Nazi,” 
which  showed  an  arrogant  young 
Nazi  at  Auschwitz  telling  visitors 
that  gassings  of  prisoners  in  the 
gas  chamber  there  were  physi¬ 
cally  impossible.  It  also  showed 
man  named  Ernst  Ziindel.  After 
viewing  that  film,  I  naturally 
regarded  him,  along  with  Irving, 
as  one  of  the  world’s  most  evil 
liars. 

In  a  standard  reference  book 
in  Finland,  Mita  Missa  Milloin 
(“What,  Where,  When”),  one 
reads,  under  the  entry  for 
“Oswiecim,”  that  “about  four  mil¬ 
lion  people,  mostly  Jewish,  were 
exterminated  at  the  Auschwitz 
concentration  camp  there 
between  the  years  1940-45.” 

About  a  year  ago,  when  I  was 
at  a  meeting  in  Stockholm,  I  met  a 
man  who  told  me  that  he  didn’t 
accept  the  Six  Million  figure  of 
wartime  Jewish  deaths.  I  replied 
by  saying  that  I  was  willing  to 
believe  that  this  might  be  exag¬ 
gerated,  and  that  the  true  figure 
might  be  about  four  million.  He 
responded  by  saying  that  it’s 
much  less  than  that,  and  he  told 
me  about  Paul  Rassinier,  a  French 
wartime  resistance  activist  who 
was  interned  in  German  concen¬ 
tration  camps.  Rassinier,  I 
learned,  put  the  number  of  war¬ 
time  Jewish  dead  at  about  one 
million.  That’s  impossible,  I 
thought.  The  man  also  told  me 
that,  in  his  view,  David  Irving  is  a 
serious  historian.  I  strongly  dis¬ 
agreed,  telling  him  that  I 
regarded  Irving  as  a  neo-Nazi. 

A  few  months  ago  I  read  a 


book,  written  by  a  University  of 
Turku  historian,  that  mentioned 
“Holocaust  denial”  groups  in  the 
final  chapter.  It  specifically  cited 
the  Institute  for  Historical 
Review,  which  was  described  as 
tool  of  neo-Nazis  to  whitewash 
wartime  Nazi  crimes.  As  far  as  I 
was  concerned,  the  IHR  was  noth¬ 
ing  more  than  a  small  group  of 
Nazis  thousands  of  kilometers 
from  Europe  who  wrote  ridiculous 
articles  denying  obvious  facts  that 
historians  have  established  on  the 
basis  of  massive  documentation 
and  eyewitness  testimony. 

But  what  this  book  told  about 
the  Leuchter  Report  [the  1988 
forensic  report  about  Auschwitz 
“gas  chambers”]  made  me  think. 
It  quoted  Leuchter’s  conclusion, 
which  was  something  like  this: 
“After  a  thorough  examination  of 
the  alleged  execution  facilities  in 
Poland  and  their  associated  cre¬ 
matories,  the  only  conclusion  that 
can  be  arrived  at  by  a  rational, 
responsible  person  is  the  absur¬ 
dity  of  the  notion  that  any  of  these 
facilities  were  ever  capable  of,  or 
were  utilized  as,  execution  gas 
chambers.” 

I  began  to  wonder:  Could  I 
have  been  wrong?  Could  William 
Shirer  have  been  wrong?  And, 
most  unbelievable:  Could  all  the 
prominent  Holocaust  historians 
be  wrong? 

On  the  Internet  I  quickly 
found  the  IHR  web  site,  and  from 
there  links  to  other  revisionist 
web  sites.  On  the  VHO  site,  I  was 
startled  to  read  about  modern-day 
collective  hatred  against  Ger¬ 
mans.  What  a  claim,  I  first 
thought  to  myself.  And  yet,  when 
I  was  in  junior  high  school,  all  the 
classes  went  to  see  “Schindler’s 
List,”  which  was  the  first  film  I 
saw  that  I  did  not  myself  choose  to 
watch.  And  now  in  Berlin,  more 
than  50  years  after  the  end  of  the 
war,  a  huge  memorial  to  Holo¬ 
caust  victims  is  being  built.  Isn’t 
that  like  a  reminder  to  Germans: 
You  are  a  nation  of  murderers! 

I  was  struck  to  realize  that 
laws  in  Germany,  France  and 
other  countries  that  make  it  a 
crime  to  deny  the  Holocaust  really 


do  violate  human  rights.  I  was 
reminded  of  Communist-era  laws. 
To  be  a  good  citizen,  you  must 
believe  in  the  Holocaust.  And  how 
painful  it  must  be  for  Germans, 
who  have  to  believe  that  their 
fathers  and  grandfathers  were 
murderers. 

The  more  I  thought  about  it, 
the  more  I  realized  that  I  had 
swallowed  the  Holocaust  tale 
whole.  I  soon  understood  that 
whether  Hitler  was  a  devil  or  a 
saint  is  not  relevant  to  real  histor¬ 
ical  understanding.  When  I  real¬ 
ized  how  I  had  mixed  politics  and 
history,  I  became  a  revisionist 
almost  overnight. 

Now  looking  at  that  period 
skeptically,  I  pondered  the  evi¬ 
dence  presented  by  Shirer  for  the 
Holocaust,  above  all  the  “confes¬ 
sion”  of  Auschwitz  commandant 
Hoss  —  which  I  learned  had  been 
extracted  by  torture.  I  considered 
that  all  the  Nuremberg  Tribunal 
judges  were  from  the  victorious, 
Allied  side.  I  also  considered  the 
case  of  Nuremberg  defendant 
Julius  Streicher,  who  was  sen¬ 
tenced  to  death  even  though  he 
held  no  official  state  position  dur¬ 
ing  the  war.  The  more  I  thought 
about  it,  the  more  that  Nurem¬ 
berg  seemed  like  a  murder  tribu¬ 
nal. 

I  sent  away  for  the  marvelous, 
detailed  report  [compiled  by  Bar¬ 
bara  Kulaszka]  on  the  1988  Tor¬ 
onto  Ziindel  trial,  Did  Six  Million 
Really  Die?.  Now  I  would  like  your 
help  organizing  a  revisionist 
group  here  in  Finland.  I  have 
already  found  some  supporters. 

V.L. 

Turku,  Finland 


We  welcome  letters  from  readers. 
We  reserve  the  right  to  edit  for  style 
and  space.  Write:  Editor,  P.O.  Box 
2739,  Newport  Beach,  CA  92659, 
USA,  or  e-mail  us  at  edi- 
tor@ihr.org 
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The  Heart-warming,  Infuriating ,  Informative ,  and  Revisionist  memoir 
that  Dares  to  Tell  the  Truth  About  the  Postwar  Trials  of  the  Germans 


k 


INNOCENT  AT  DACHAU 

American  teenager  Joe  Halow  was  still  a  boy  when  he  sailed  to  war-ravaged  Germany  in  late  1946.  The  year  he 
spent  there,  taking  part  in  some  of  the  most  sensational  of  the  war-crimes  trials  of  the  defeated  Nazis,  turned 
him  into  a  man. 

Innocent  at  Dachau  is  Joe  Halow's  account  of  his  year  in  postwar  Germany,  above  all  his  work  as  a  court 
reporter  during  the  U.S.  Army  courts-martial  at  Dachau.  There  Halow  witnessed,  recorded  and  transcribed  some 
of  the  most  gripping  testimony  from  some  of  the  most  sensational  trials  of  the  postwar  years:  of  SS  guards  from 
Buchenwald,  Mauthausen,  and  Dora/Nordhausen;  of  the  inmates  who  carried  out  their  orders  as  kapos  (prisoner 

trusties);  and  of  German  villagers  who  attacked  and  murdered  downed 
American  fliers  in  the  last  phase  of  the  Allies'  terrifying  air  war. 

Armed  with  an  ironclad  faith  in  American  righteousness  when  he 
arrived,  young  Halow  soon  saw  the  flaws  and  abuses  in  the  trials: 
reliance  on  ex  post  facto  law  and  broad  conspiracy  theories;  abuse  of 
prisoners  during  interrogation;  and  the  shocking  tolerance,  even  en¬ 
couragement,  of  perjured  testimony  by  concentration  camp  survivors. 
The  teenaged  American  court  reporter  came  to  sympathize  with  the 
plight  of  the  accused,  particularly  those  convicted,  sentenced  or 
executed  unjustly. 

Innocent  at  Dachau  is  Joe  Halow's  story  of  his  coming  of  age, 
of  his  loss  of  innocence  in  the  Dachau  courts.  And  it's  the  human 
drama  of  how  he  came  to  terms  with  his  own  anti-German  feelings 
living  and  working  in  a  Germany  still  heaped  with  rubble  and  ruled  by 
the  black  market,  in  the  shadow  of  the  looming  Iron  Curtain  and 
approaching  Cold  War. 

Innocent  at  Dachau  is  also  the  story  of  how,  four  decades  later, 
Joe  Halow  went  back  —  back  to  the  long-classified  records  of  the 
Army's  trials  at  Dachau  where  he  found  astounding  confirmation  from 
official  sources  of  his  own  misgivings  about  the  trials;  and  back  to 
Germany  for  a  moving  visit  with  one  of  the 
German  SS  men  Halow  watched  testify  about 
his  role  at  Nordhausen  concentration  camp. 

Outspoken,  informative,  moving,  Inno¬ 
cent  at  Dachau  is  a  unique  testimony  to 
one  American's  quest  for  truth,  understand¬ 
ing  and  honor,  in  a  realm  ruled  even  today 
by  shibboleth  and  taboo  —  a  book  that  deserves  to  be  read,  and  read  again. 

Joseph  Halow  was  born  and  raised  in  Altoona,  Pennsylvania.  After  a  brief  stint  in  the  U.S. 

Army  following  World  War  II,  during  which  he  served  in  Peking,  China,  Mr.  Halow  served 
as  a  court  reporter  at  the  U.S.  Army  war  crimes  trials  at  Dachau.  Mr.  Halow  has  had  a  long 
career  in  the  export-import  business,  during  which  he  headed  an  association  that  promoted 
the  exportation  of  American  grain.  A  Phi  Beta  Kappa  graduate  of  The  George  Washington 
University,  Joseph  Halow  is  the  author  of  numerous  articles  on  agricultural  affairs,  as  well 
as  a  book,  U.S.  Grain:  The  Political  Commodity.  He  lives  near  Washington,  D.C. 
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WOO  Rim  KILLED 
THE  ROHAIOVS. . .  MD  WHY? 

Today,  75  Years  After  the  Brutal  Murders, 

A  Long-Suppressed  Classic  Gives  the  Shocking  Answers 


WHEN  the  NEWS  OF  THE  COLD-BLOODED  MASSACRE  of  Tsar  Nicholas  II,  his  wife  Alexandra,  and  their  five 
children  reached  the  outside  world,  decent  people  were  horrified.  But  the  true,  complete  story  of  the 
murders  was  suppressed  from  the  outset— not  only  by  the  Red  regime,  but  by  powerful  forces  operating  at 
the  nerve  centers  of  the  Western  nations.  Nevertheless,  one  intrepid  journalist,  Robert  Wilton,  longtime 
Russia  correspondent  of  the  London  Times,  dared  to  brave  the  blackout.  An  on-the-scene  participant  in  the 
White  Russian  investigation  of  the  crime,  Wilton  brought  the  first  documentary  evidence  of  the  real 

killers,  and  their  actual  motives,  to  the  West. 


A  SKELETON  KEY  TO  THE  TRUTH 
ABOUT  THE  SOVIET  SLAUGHTERHOUSE 

Wilton’s  book,  The  Last  Days  of  the  Romanova, 
based  on  the  evidence  gathered  by  Russian 
investigative  magistrate  Nikolai  Sokolov,  was 
published  in  France,  England,  and  America  at  the 
beginning  of  the  1920’s — but  it  soon  vanished  from  the 
bookstores  and  almost  all  library  shelves,  and  was 
ignored  in  later  “approved”  histories.  The  most 
explosive  secret  of  Wilton’s  book — the  role  that  racial 
revenge  played  in  the  slaughter  of  the  Romanovs — had 
to  be  concealed.  And  it  continued  to  be  concealed  for 
decades — as  the  same  motive  claimed  the  lives  of 
millions  of  Christian  Russians,  Ukrainians,  Balts,  and 
other  helpless  victims  of  the  Red  cabal. 

AVAILABLE  AT  LAST  FROM  IHRJ 

Now,  an  authoritative,  updated  edition  of  The  Last 
Days  of  the  Romanovs,  available  from  the  Institute 
for  Historical  Review,  puts  in  your  hands  the  hidden 
facts  behind  the  Soviet  holocaust! 

The  new  edition  includes  Wilton’s  original  text — 
plus  rare  and  revealing  photographs — the  author’s  lists 
of  Russia’s  actual  rulers  among  the  early  Bolsheviks 
— and  IHR  editor  and  historian  Mark  Weber’s  new 
introduction  bringing  The  Last  Days  of  the 
Romanovs  up  to  date  with  important  new  knowledge 
that  confirms  and  corroborates  Wilton’s  findings. 

Ibday,  as  the  fate  of  Russia  and  its  former  empire 
hangs  in  the  balance,  as  the  Russian  people  strive  to 
assign  responsibility  for  the  greatest  crimes  the  world 
has  ever  seen,  there  is  no  more  relevant  book,  no  more 
contemporary  book,  no  better  book  on  the  actual 
authors  of  the  Red  terror  than  The  Last  Days  of  the 
Romanovs1. 


Last  Day 

OF  THE 


How  Tsar  Nicholas  II  and 
Russia's  Imperial  Family 
Were  Murdered 

Robert  Wilton 


THE  LAST  DAYS  OF  THE  ROMANOVS  by  Robert  Wilton 
Quality  Softcover  •  210  pages  •  Photos  •  Index  •  $8.95  postpaid 

Institute  for  Historical  Review  •  P.O.  Box  2739  •  Newport  Beach,  CA  92659 


